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CURRENT TOPICS. 


_ Tur rrest pay of the Vacation sittings in court presented a 
list of only twenty-three motions, this being accounted for by 
the short time which has elapsed since the courts rose. But if 
the list was short Mr. Justice Bruce, perhaps through excess of 
caution, allowed the arguments to be long, and he had not dis- 
posed of the business till after six o’clock, one case being left 
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over for judg ment on Thursday morning. 


Ir 1s unpERsToop that the resolutions of the Council of 
Judges are now being carefully considered by the president of 
the Incorporated Law Society, assisted by members of the 
council and other members of the society who have special 
experience in the procedure and practice to which they relate. 
But as many of the resolutions specially affect solicitors in 
the country, it is proposed that they shall be discussed and con- 
sidered at the annual provincial meeting of the society to be 
held at Norwich in October next. 





ArrEr THE ghastly rumours which have been in circulation 
as to the probable Lord Chancellor, the news that Lord 
Herscnett has received that appointment will be the occasion 
of more than common rejoicing among the legal profession. 
We may now safely count on a Chancellor who will not be a 
mere figure-head (ornamental or otherwise) for the schemes of 
departmental faddists, but who will judge for himself, by the 
light of strong common sense, as to the direction which legal 
reform should take, and will bring to the superintendence of 
the administration of justice a vigorous activity and strength of 
will to which we have for some time been unaccustomed. It 
may be hoped that not the least of the benefits of the new 
appointment will be the more frequent appearance of Lord 
Herscuett on the bench of the Court of Appeal. It may safely 
be said that no one in recent times has earned so high a 
reputation as a judge in so short a period as did the new Chan- 
cellor during his brief sitting with that court. It has always 
appeared to us that judicial eminence in the House of Lords 


|must be comparatively easily acquired: everything has been 


threshed out before the case reaches the ultimate tribunal, and, 
with the assistance of the best counsel of the day and the judg- 
ments of the courts below, and aided too by the leisurely 
nature of the business, it must be difficult for a man of ordi- 
nary ability to go astray and easy for him to apprehend and 
state clearly the application of law to the facts. But in the 
Court of Appeal the case is widely different : sound judgment, 
grasp of legal principle, and clearness and rapidity of apprehen- 
sion are essential to the acquisition of a judicial reputation, and 
it is not a little satisfactory to know that the new Chancellor 
proved himself preeminently fitted for the position of a judge of 
this court. 





Tue NEw law officer is not less satisfactory. It is needless to 
say that no one at the bar excels Mr. Ricny in wide range of 
legal knowledge, soundness of judgment, painstaking industry 
in getting up every detail of his cases, and clearness and 
mastery of statement. He has been a tower of strength to his 
clients, and we imagine will be the same to the new Government. 
The chancery bar will rejoice that now at last they are repre- 
sented, and we may be allowed to add that the new Solicitor- 
General is imbued with a spirit of loyalty to his profession 
which is not always conspicuous in law officers. 


A NEW RULE, which we print elsewhere (ord. 36, r. 294), seems - 
to shew that in future the London list is to be kept as far as 
v0ssible for such cases only as are to be tried at the Guildhall. 

t has already been provided by ord. 36, r. 29«, issued last 
December (ante, p. 137), that with regard to any action in the 
London list sauivatien may be made to have it tried at the 
Guildhall. Now it is directed that, where no order is made for 
trial at the Guildhall, the master of the Associates Department 
is to change the venue to Middlesex, subject to appeal to the 
Lord Chief Justice, or, in his absence, to the senior judge of the 
Queen’s Bench Division who may be present at the courts. 





WE print elsewhere an order transferring a further batch of 
actions, this time twenty-nine in number, from the four judges 
of the Chancery Division before whom they are pending to Mr. 
Justice Vavenan Witutams, We also print a set of rules 
which have been issued under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, 
and which carry out in the person of the registrar in winding 
up the policy of consolidation of offices advocated in the report 
of the Council of Jud In all matters coming within the 
jurisdiction of the judge, whether by virtue of the Act—we 
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presume the draftsman means the Act of 1890—or by transfer 
or otherwise, the registrar, in addition to his powers and duties 
under the Companies Winding-up Rules, 1890 and 1892, is to 
have all the powers and duties of a master, registrar, chief 
clerk, or taxing master. Moreover, in actions transferred to the 
judge in winding up, the registrar may, subject to the general or 
special directions of the judge, deal with any business which, 
if the action had not been transferred, would have been taken in 
chambers. If the transfers go on at the present rate Mr. Regis- 
trar Ewen is likely to have a busy time of it. The rules pur- 
port to be made also under the Supreme Court of Judicature 
Act, 1891, but it is by no means clear how that Act affects the 
matter. 





THE COMPROMISE, which has now happily been effected, of the 
long threatened conflict between the National and the New 
Telephone Companies, to whose keeping the development of the 
telephone system of the United Kingdom has for the next score 
of years been committed, will, we trust, result in Great Britain 
at length taking her proper place in this department of scientific 
progress among the other leading countries of the world. While 
the number of subscribers to the telephone in Great Britain 
and Ireland has hitherto been only about 50,000, in the United 
States of America, with a population of sixty-two and a half 
millions, there are said to be 245,000 subscribers. In Berlin, 
where the population is one and a half million, there are up- 
wards of 17,000 subscribers ; while in London, with a popula- 
tion some three times as great, there are only about 8,800. Now 
that the British telephone system has been released to a large 
extent from the swaddling bands of the telegraph law and 
postal control, it may be expected at no distant date to attain to 
the American and Continental etature. 


By sirtrnc from four to six on the last day of the sittings, 
and from half-past ten till one on the following morning, 
Sririixe, J., succeeded in disposing of the action of Bruce v. 
Marquis of Aileshury (reported elsewhere), by which the 
remaindermen under the settlement of the Savernake Estate 
made a further effort to prevent the sale of it to Lord Iveacu. 
The action was grounded upon the alleged fraud of the tenant 
for life in stipulating for an advantage for himself over and 
above his interest in the purchase-money, and upon bribery, 
said to have been attempted by Lord Iveacu in order to induce 
the remaindermen to withdraw their opposition; but Srrruine, 
J., while reserving his formal judgment till next sittings, had 
no hesitation in dismissing it as frivolous and vexatious. In 
R.58. C., 1883, ord. 25, r. 4, it seems to be contemplated that this 
course shall be taken only when pleadings have been delivered, 
but it is well settled that the power of the court is not limited 
by that rule (Higgins v. Woodhall, 6 Times L. R. 1), and that it 
has an inherent jurisdiction to stay any action which is mani- 
festly vexatious and an abuse of the process of the court: 
Metropolitan Bank v. Pooley (33 W. R. 709, 10 App. Cas. 210) ; 
Lawrance vy. Lord Norreys (15 App. Cas. 210). Hence there is 
no reason why an action should not be stayed although only a 
writ has been issued, as was the case in the present instance. 
In Seaton v. Grant (15 W. R. 420, L. R. 2 Ch. 459), where charges 
of fraud were made, the court refused to interfere and take a bill 
off the file before the defendants had put in an answer deny- 
ing the fraud; but any such objection was obviated here by 
the fact that Lord Ivzacu at once went into the witness-box and 
denied the charges made against him. Moreover, the alleged 
date of the bribery was such that the matter might well have 
been brought forward when the petition for the sanction of the 
court to the proposed sale was before the Court of Appeal, and 
in those proceedings also there had apparently been ample 

ity for investigating the conduct of the Marquis of 
AtLyssvny in relation to the sale. As to his arrangements with 
his creditors, Strziixc, J, took the further point that even if he 
did thereby gain a collateral benefit for himself, this was not a 
ground for setting aside a sale in other respects proper, but only 
for making him account as trustee to the other persons entitled 
under the settlement. Considering how closely the proceedin 
followed upon the decision of the House of Lords and the 
unsubstantial nature of the evidence which was produced, the 
fate of the action is hardly matter for surprise. 





In THE cAsE of Heseltine v. Simmons Sg rose on another 
point 1892, A. C. 100) the Court of Appeal decided (1) that an 
untrue statement of the consideration in a mortgage bill of sale 
only made it void so far as regards the. chattels comprised 
therein, but not so as to avoid the covenants for payment; and 
(2) that the omission to insert in the bill of sale an agreement 
made at the time of execution, that it was not to be resorted to 
until the other securities in the hands of the grantee had been 
exhausted did not render the bill of sale void as regards the 
covenants. It was argued that, though on the face of the bill 
of sale no deviation from the form prescribed by section 9 of 
the Act of 1882 could be shewn, it was nevertheless void on the 
grounds (1) that the consideration was not truly stated, because 
it was stated that the sum advanced was lent to the plaintiff, 
and in fact it was lent to his father; and (2) that it omitted to 
state a condition on the faith of which it was made—viz., that 
it was not to be enforced till all other remedies of the grantee 
were exhausted. The court arrived at the conclusions aboye 
mentioned on the grounds following: /’rs/, as to the untrue 
statement of the consideration, section 8 of the Act of 1882 
provides that where there is an untrue statement of considera- 
tion the bill of sale is to be void ‘‘as regards the chattels 
comprised therein,” and does not avoid the covenant for pay- 
ment. Section 9 of the Act of 1882 deals with the form only, 
and the words in the form, ‘‘or whatever else the consideration 
may be,” are only inserted for the purpose of admitting the 
statement of some consideration other than money. If section 
9 was to be construed so as to avoid the bill of sale altogether 
in consequence of the consideration not being truly stated, it 
would be inconsistent with section 8, which avoids it only as to 
the chattels comprised in it. Secondly, as to the non-insertion 
of the condition, the court held that a condition is not a 
defeazance. A debt is not defeated by being paid, and section 
10 (3) of the Act of 1878 expressly distinguishes ‘‘ defeazance” 
from ‘‘ condition,” so that the non-insertion of the condition is 
not a breach of section 9 of the Act of 1882. It follows that 
the omission of the condition is only a breach of section 10 of 
the Act of 1878, the result being that the bill of sale must be 
treated as unregistered under the Act of 1882—7.¢., it is void as 
regards the ‘‘ personal chattels comprised therein,” but not as 
to the covenant for payment. 





A curious difference of opinion as to the strictness with which 
a letter of guarantee ought to be construed is to be found in the 
judgments of Norrn, J., and of the Court of Appeal in Barber 
v. Mackrell (ante, p. 696, 40 W. R. 618). The firm of Youne, 
Sons, & Maonay were the holders of two bills of exchange for 
£1,048 10s, 5d. and £462 6s. 6d. respectively, drawn by Fincu 
upon, and accepted by, the London Quays Co. These bills had 
been lost, and it did not appear for what period they had been 
drawn, but it was assumed to be for three months. In Decem- 
ber, 1866, it was proposed that Firxcn should renew these bills, 
the holders drawing fresh bills upon him solely, but payment 
was to be guaranteed by Mackrett, the testator whose estate 
was being administered in the above action. In confirmation of 
this Mackre.. wrote to the holders of the bills a letter in which 
he guaranteed the payment by Fincu of the two bills they 
intended to ‘‘ renew for his one of £1,048 10s. 5d. and the other 
for £462 6s. 6d., due respectively the 28th inst. and the 4th 
prox.” In point of fact the two fresh bills wore for sums 
of £1,025 6s, 11d. and £485 10s, respectively, the total 
(£1,510 16s. 11d.) being the same as before, but the separate 
amounts different. Moreover, although drawn for three months, 
they both bore the same date, the 22nd of December. Noxri, 
J., taking a literal view of the word “renewal,” and also argu- 
ing from the analogy of leases, held that a renewed bill must, in 
the absence of special agreement, be in all respects the counter- 
part of the original bill—that is, it must be between the same 
parties, for the same amount, for the same period as, 
commencing from the date of expiration of the original bill. 
In the present case the variation in the parties, by reason of the 
omission of the original acceptors, the London Quay Co., had 
been contemplated. But the variations in the amounts and ia 
the dates of commencement had not been contemplated, 
hence Noxrn, J., decided that the fresh bills were not renewals 
of the old bills, and that the guarantor’s estate was not liable. 
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The Court of Appeal, however, considered that this was giving 
to “renewal” a technical construction which the guarantor did 
not intend it to bear. What he meant was to guarantee the 
whole amount due on the original bills, and it was sufficient 
that the fresh bills, although not strictly renewals, were given 
in substitution for them. This, of course, meets the justice of 
the case. It is doubtless perfectly correct to insist upon an exact 
meaning being assigned to terms of art when these are used in 
formal documents, however disastrous the consequences may 
sometimes be ; but it is a different matter to apply such a prin- 
ciple to an ordinary business letter. 








THE REPORT OF THE COUNCIL OF JUDGES. 
II. 


WE dealt last week with the whole of the report and the reso- 
lutions grounded upon it except the portions relating to the 
Chancery Division and the proposed Court of Criminal Appeal. 
As to business in the Chancery Division,.a number of sugges- 
tions are made with a view to facilitating procedure and avoid- 
ing expense, and these may be conveniently classified under the 
heads of Procedure generally, Administration of Estates, and 
the Extension of Originating Summonses. 

5. Procedure in the Chancery Division —Assuming that the 
additional judge will be appointed, the resolutions naturally 
provide that the four judges who have chambers and a staff of 
clerks shall devote themselves, in the first instance, to the dis- 
posal of their non-witness lists, and their motions, petitions, and 
chamber work. The other two judges will undertake the 
witness actions, a separate list being made out for each. As 
to the actions set down in the Chancery Division, a distinc- 
tion is made between those which belong to the classes of 
actions specially assigned to that division and actions which 
might have been brought in the Queen’s Bench Division. 
Actions of the latter kind are to be subject to the procedmre 
suggested for the Queen’s Bench Division. It will be necessary, 
therefore, to take out a summons for directions, and there will 
be the same restriction on interrogatories and on inspection of 
documents. Moreover, interlocutory proceedings will be taken 
before a chief clerk as though he were a master. As to actions 
specially assigned, the only suggestion is that these, in common 
with all other actions, shall be subject to resolutions 22 and 23— 
that is, where privilege is claimed for a document, the master 
(or chief clerk) is to be at liberty to inspect it, and parties may 
be compelled to state whether they have specific documents in 
their possession. 

Important suggestions are made with regard to the evi- 
dence to be required upon the distribution of property and the 
power of the judge to make orders binding absent parties. Very 
frequently great and unnecessary expense is incurred in fur- 
nishing strict evidence of the title of all the persons beneficially 
interested. Resolution 47 provides accordingly that, in cases 
relating to the distribution of a fund or property, whether in 
court or out of court, the judge in person chal be at liberty, in 
order to avoid expense and delay, to accept or allow testimony 
of information and belief, and such other evidence as, regard 
being had to the circumstances of the particular case, he shall 
consider reasonable. This discretion it is proposed he may 
exercise, without formal application, by givin y sr Sl to the 
chief clerk as to the nature of the evidence roy allowed in the 
particular case. It is not altogether easy to see how this would 
work, The natural course seems to be for the parties, in the 
first instance, to consider what evidence can reasonably be 
obtained, and then to apply to the judge for such relaxations as 
may be desirable. Four of the resolutions are intended to 
enable the court to deal effectively with a matter although all 
the parties interested are not before it. Thus, where service 
of an order for accounts or inquiries is dispensed with, the judge 
in person may, if he thinks fit, direct that the persons as to 
whom ‘service is dispensed with shall be bound as if served 
(resolution 48), The next resolution isa little puzzling. Where, 
under the existing rules of order 55, the judge in person does 
not think fit to direct any additional persons to be served 
with an originating summons, such persons, though not 
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served, are to be bound by the order if it so directs, unless 
the order has been obtained by fraud or the non-disclosure 
of material facts. But if no additional ms are men- 
tioned, who are the persons to be bound? Probably it is 
meant that the order shall bind certain specified persons 
upon whom, in the ordinary course, service would be directed. 
Tf it was intended that the order should, without more, be bind- 
ing upon all persons interested it would have been easy to say 
so. Resolution 50 recommends that the power of the judge to 
appoint persons to represent persons not before the court should 
be enlarged, so as, for example, to enable him to appoint a 
person to represent the heir, where there is difficulty in ascer- 
taining or in serving him. When the heir has not been 
ascertained, and his rights depend on the construction of an 
instrument, this power is already given by ord. 16, r. 32, but 
the enlarged power could be used in all cases where the heir, or 
other person represented, is affected, and even though he may 
be known, if he cannot easily be served. So again it is pro- 
posed (resolution 51) that the judge shall be empowered to 
sanction a compromise between some of the beneficiaries and a 
trustee sought to be charged so as to bind absent beneficiaries. 
A small but interesting point is dealt with by resolution 53, 
which proposes that ord. 16, r. 8, shall be extended so as to 
apply to foreclosure actions against trustees. In redemption 
actions trustees sufficiently represent the beneficiaries, but in 
foreclosure actions a different rule has prevailed, on the ground 
that the trustee may not be able to find the money to redeem 
the estate, and the beneficiaries ought to have the chance of 
doing so: Francis v. Harrison (38 W. R. 329, 43 Ch. D. 183). 
For this chance they would in future have to rely upon the 
trustee. , 

The resolutions as to, service out of the jurisdiction deal with 
a defect which has long been apparent. The late Master of the 
Rolls pointed out that the power to authorize such service was 
statutory only, and consequently did not exist except where 
expressly given by statute: Re Maughan (22 W. R. 748), Re 
Mewburn’s Settled Estates (Ibid. 752). And accordingly, since 
ord. 11, r. 1, makes mention only of writs of summons, it was 
held by the Court of Appeal in Re Busfield (34 W. R. 372, 32 
Ch. D. 123) that there was no jurisdiction to order service of an 
originating summons out of the jurisdiction. This restriction 
has been productive of much inconvenience, and so too in the 
case of other proceedings which are not instituted by writs of 
summons. Hence it is now proposed to extend the rules as to 
service out of the jurisdiction, though only so as to affect British 
subjects, (1) to originating summonses, (2) to orders in winding 
up, (3) to petitions, (4) to judgments or orders which, under 
existing rules, are required to be served on persons other than 
the parties in whose presence they are made, (5) to applications 
under the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Acts, 1883-1888. 

In addition to the above changes, it is also proposed (resolu- 
tion 52) that in debenture-holders’ actions where the debentures 
create a charge, in partition actions, and generally in all actions 
in which the court can order a sale, this may be done before 
judgment, and also after judgment before all the persons 
interested have been ascertained. And it is laid down shortly 
that the method of drawing up judgments and orders by the 
registrars ought to be simplified, though as to the manner in 
which this is to be done no suggestion is made. We have 
already pointed out the inexpediency of omitting to mention the 
evidence on which the order is founded. 

6. Administration of estates—A great step in the reduction of 
the expense of administration has been already taken by 
allowing a determination of any particular question without 
the necessity of having the administration carried out altogether 
by the court. But even where the whole administration must 
be, to a certain extent, under judicial control, it is still un- 
necessary to invoke the interference of the court or its officials 
upon every point, and it is proposed to introduce a new form of 
order, under which the administration of the estate of a 
deceased person may be carried on under the supervision of the 
court. The order is to be obtained by any creditor or person 
interested in the estate, or by the executors, administrators, or 
trustees of the deceased person, and will direct what steps are 
to be taken without further directions from the court, and 
who is the person to take them, It will be the duty of 
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the last-named person within a specified time to send to the 
chambers of the judge an account of the estate with observa- 
tions. This account will be signed by the person sending it in, and 
also by his solicitor in cases where he has one, and will shew 
the assets realized and unrealized, the funeral and testamentary 
expenses and probate and other duties, the debts and legacies 
= and unpaid, and the residue distributed and undistributed. 

ere a solicitor is employed, he is also to certify that, to the 
best of his belief, the account is correct, and he is not to be 
changed without the leave of the judge. The judge is to have 
power at any time to turn an order for administration under 
su ision into an order for administration by the court. 
While upon the subject of administration, the Council of Judges 
have also taken the opportunity of recommending certain 
changes in the law with the object of securing equality as 
between creditors. Where to a claim by a creditor it is pleaded 
that the estate is insolvent, the creditor will not be allowed to 
obtain a judgment for himself alone, but the judgment will be 
for administration, and the case will be transferred to the 
Chancery Division. ‘So, again, it is proposed that the time- 
honoured rule according to which, as between creditors of equal 
degree, an executor has been at liberty to pay one in preference 
to another (per Anzort, C.J., in Lyttleton v. Cross, 3 B. & C., at 
p. 322) shall be abolished, and with it, of course, all the sub- 
sidiary rules as to the extent to which this preference can be 
controlled by the institution of proceedings at law or in equity 
(Williams on Executors, p. 1037). It is natural, at the same 
time, to bid farewell to that interesting relic of technicality, 
the executor’s right of retainer. This arose from the circum- 
stance that he could not sue himself, and, in the absence of 
such a right, it was possible for any creditor, by commencing 
proceedings, to gain priority over him. But, if all creditors are 
to be on the same level, there is no longer any ground for 
making a distinction in favour of the executor. It is possible 
that the change has already been made in the case of estates 
which are being administered in bankruptcy (Re York, 36 Ch. D. 
233), though, in the absence of express enactment, this has been 
doubted (Re Baker, 38 W. R. 417, 44 Ch. D. 262); but the 
question will be set at rest if the present proposal is carried 
into effect. 

7. Extension of procedure by originating summonses.—The success 
which has attended the introduction of originating summonses 
where any question of construction arises in the administration 
of a trust has made it evident that a similar procedure can be 
adopted with advantage in other cases where the parties only 
require to know what are their rights under a written instru- 
ment. Hence resolution 64 proposes that an originating sum- 
mons shall be employed in all cases of construction of a deed, 
will, or other written instrument, where a declaration of right 
only, without other relief (such as possession or the like), is 
sought. In two cases also, where a petition has been hitherto 
necessary, the procedure is to be by way of originating summons, 
where, namely, a judgment creditor to whom land of the debtor 
has been actually delivered in execution applies for a sale of it 
under 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112, and where, upon the appointment of 
new trustees out of court, it is necessary to come to the court 
for a vesting order. 

8. Court of Criminal Appeal_—The suggestions of the council 
on this matter are of a more controversial nature than the rest of 
the suggestions, and as there is no chance of their taking practical 
form without full discussion in Parliament it will be sufficient 
for the present briefly to describe them. It is proposed that a 
permanent Court of Criminal Appeal shall be established, to 
consist of the Lord Chief Justice and six other judges of the 
Queen’s Bench Division, five members of the court to form a 
quorum. It will take over the jurisdiction of the Court for 
Crown Cases Reserved. ‘The. report advises that, to secure 
rapidity of decision, the court should be prepared to meet when- 
ever necessary, but ‘there is no resolution to this effect. Its 
functions are to be twofold. It will sit ordinarily as a court of 
a against the length of sentences, but, on request from the 

ry, it would also be a court of appeal against con- 
victions. In its first capacity it would entertain appeals against 
sentences (except for murder) passed at quarter sessions or by a 
judge of the Supreme Court. Its power would extend to 
diminishing, confirming, or. increasing the sentence, and the 


appeal would be brought either by the convict or by the 
Attorney-General. Of course the chief advantage of such a court 
would be to secure uniformity of sentences, and the possibility of 
an increase of the sentence would check indiscriminate appeals, 
The death penalty is naturally excepted, as an appeal in such a 
case must necessarily be against the conviction. It is to be noticed 
that the court is to be at liberty to consider further evidence, and 
this may lead to difficulty. Although the further evidence may 
shew that the convict is innocent there is no power to quash 
the conviction, nor, indeed, to reduce the sentence to a nominal 
one. The court must assume that the offence in question has 
been committed, and all it can do is to accept the evidence in 
mitigation. But in practice it would be bound to send to the 
Home Secretary an informal intimation that the conviction was 
wrong, and this would render it practically a court of appeal 
against convictions. On the other hand, it would more and 
more tend to become such a court under the provision enabling 
it to review a conviction on request from the Home Secretary, 
With such a tribunal at his service a Home Secretary would 
hardly be justified in declining to have recourse to it in any case 
of difficulty, and to do this would soon become a matter of 
course. In practice it would probably be found that, if the 
court is to sit at all, and to have power to receive fresh evidence, 
it must have full jurisdiction to review convictions as well as 
sentences. 

In some respects, as in regard to the abolition of pleadings 
and the introduction of the summons for directions, and in re- 
gard to the new party and party costs, it is too early to estimate 
the result of the proposed changes, but in general they tend 
considerably to facilitate and shorten litigation, and it is to be 
hoped that effect will be given to them without undue delay. 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
ORDER OF CouRT. 
Friday, the 12th day of August, 1892. 

Whereas, it has been represented to me that it is expedient that the 
several actions set forth in the Schedules hereto and now pending 
before Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, 
and Mr. Justice Kekewich should be transferred to Mr. Justice 
Vaughan Williams, before whom the winding up of the defendant com- 
panies is proceeding; Now, I, the Right Honourable Hardinge 
Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do 
hereby order that the said actions be transferred and assigned to Mr. 
Justice Vaughan Williams as an additional Judge of the Chancery 
Division. And this Order is to be drawn up by the Registrar and set 
up in the several Offices of the Chancery Division of the High Court 


of Justice. 
FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Curry. 
Foster v The West Indian New Gold Mining Corporation, ld 1892 
F 18 


Storey v The Snbmerging Boat Co, ld 1891 8S 4,664 

The Northamptonshire Union Bank v Jesse Harrison & Co, ld 1892 
N 126 

Stubber v Thomas Daniel & Co,]d 1892 8S 2,877 
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Foreign, American & General Invest Trust, ld v Malta Ry Co, ld 
1890 F 1,783 
Mynors v Trust and Invest Corpn of South Africa,ld 1892 M 147 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice NorTH. 
Noble v The Dee Oil Co, 1d 1890 N_ 1,836 
Strong & anor v Publishing Co, 1d 1891 S 2,633 
Lister v H Lister & Sons, ld 1892 L 150 
Wentworth v Hummums Hotel, 1d 1891 W_ 2,587 
Douglas v J Lang & Co, ld 1891 D 420 
Fowler v Broad’s Patent Night Lights Co, ld 1891 F 1,833 
Hadden Woodward v Trust & Invest Corpn of South Africa, ld 1891 
W 3,999 
THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice STIRLING. 
Dawson v Trust & Invest Corpn of South Africa, 14 1892 D 133 
London & Universal Bank, 1d v Same 1891 L_ 2,603 
Tipper v H. J. Cousens & Co,1d 1891 T 2,191 
Danby v Inter-Colonial Publishing Co,1d 1891 D 278 
Harris v Ford & Co,1ld 1891 H 1,441 
Miskin v The Gem Glass Co, 1d 1891 M _ 2,096 
Hopkins v The United Kingdom Property Trust,ld 1891 H 3,689 
Williams v The Borough of Portsmouth (Kingston, &c.) Tramways 
Co,1d 1890 W_ 3,804 
Engel v South Metropolitan Brewing and Bottling Co,ld 1891 E 4 


FOURTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
Capital and Counties Bank v Hatton, Sons & Co, ld 1891 C 135 
Stamford, Spalding & Boston Banking Co v Allchin, Linnell & Co, 
Id 1891 8 480 
Brooker v Richard Mayo, 1d 1890 B 4,162 
Compton v Kinnears & Co,ld 1891 C 2,443 
Ford v Northwich Salt Co,ld 1891 F 1,295 
O’Hagan v Birmingham Compressed Air Power Co,ld 1891 O 1,968 
Manchester & Liverpool District Banking Co, ld v Paragon Works, ld 
1891 M 1,089 
Hatssvry, C. 





RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT, AUGUST, 1892. 
ORDER XXXVI., RULE 29B. 

1. The venue of every action entered in the London list and not 
ordered to be tried at Guildhall, pursuant to Order XXXVI, Rule 
29a, shall be changed to Middlesex by the Master of the Associates 
Department, subject to appeal to the Lord Chief Justice of England, 
or, in his absence, to the Senior Judge of the Queen’s Bench Division 
who may be present at the Royal Courts of Justice. 


OrpER LV., RULE 604A. 
NoTICE HOW TO OBTAIN PAYMENTS. 

2. The following Form shall be substituted for Form 9 in Ap- 

pendix L, :— ; 
Form 9. 
[Short title. ] 

The amounts payable to the creditors of A.B., deceased, under an 
order in this (matter and) action, dated 18 , may be 
obtained at the office of the Paymaster of the Supreme Court, Royal 
Courts of Justice, London, upon production of this notice, which 
may be presented" at that office, or may be sent to the Paymaster by 
post, with a request indorsed hereon as under, for a remittance of the 
amount, viz. :— 

I request the Paymaster to send me by post a direction for 
vayment of £ due to me, as herein notified, to 
= ayable to my account at Bank. 

3. These Rules (which may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, August, 1892), shall come into operation on the 1st of October 
next. 

The 10th of August, 1892. 

(Signed) HAtssury, C. 
CoLERIDGE, C.J. 
Natu. Linney, LJ. 
Epwarp E. Kay, L.J. 
F. H. Jeune, Pres. P.D. & A. 
C. E. Pontock, B. 





LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, 1888, SECTION 29. 
RULE OF THE SUPREME CouRT. 
The summary proceeding for submitting any question for decision 


to the High Court of Justice under the twenty-ninth section of the 
Local Government Act, 1888, shall be by special case to be agreed 


SE 








* If by the payee in person he must be identified. 


upon by the parties, or in default of such agreement to be settled by 
an arbitrator agreed upon by the parties or (if necessary) appointed 
by a Judge at Chambers, or to be settled by a Judge at Chemaieas. 
The special case, when settled, shall be filed at the Crown Office 
Department, at the Central Office of the Supreme Court, by the 
Chairman of Quarter Sessions, the County Council, or the local 
authority concerned, within eight days from the settlement thereof, 
and shall be put into the Crown paper for argument as if it were a 
case stated by justices under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 43. 
This Rule shall come into operation on the 1st of October, 1892. 
The 10th of August, 1892. 
(Signed) Hatssvry, C. 
CoLERIDGE, C.J. 
Natu. LInDiey, L.J. 
Epwarp E. Kay, L.J. 
F. H. JEuNE, Pres. P.D. & A. 
C. E. Potiock, B. 





COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 To 1890. 


GENERAL RULES MADE PURSUANT TO THE CoMPANIES Acts, 1862 To 
1890, AND THE SUPREME CoURT OF JUDICATURE Act, 1891. 


1, Where any action is transferred to the Judge who for the time 
being exercises the jurisdiction of the High Court to wind up Com- 
panies, the Registrar under the Companies Winding-up Rules may, 
subject to the general or special directions of the Judge, hear, deter- 
mine, and deal with any application, matter, or proceeding which, if 
the action had not been transferred, would have been determined in 
Chambers. 

2. In every cause or matter within the jurisdiction of the Judge 
whether by virtue of the Act or by transfer or otherwise, the Regis- 
trar shall, in addition to his powers and duties under the Companies 
Winding-up Rules, 1890 and 1892, have all the powers and duties of 
a Master, Registrar, Chief Clerk, or Taxing Master. . 

3. In the Companies Winding-up Rules, 1890 and 1892, and these 
Rules, the words ‘‘ Winding-up matter” shall, in relation to the 
High Court, where the winding-up of a Company is proceeding 
before the Judge, include any action brought ie ae against that 
Company which has been or shall be transferred to the Judge. 

4. These Rules may be cited as the Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 
August, 1892, and shall come into operation on the Ist day of October 
next. 

(Signed) Hatspury, C. 
COLERIDGE, C.J. 
Natu. LInbDiey, L.J. 
Epwarp E. Kay, L.J. 
F. H. JEuNE, Pres. P.D. & A. 
C. E. Potiock, B. 
The 10th of August, 1892. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Before the Vacation Judge. 
BENNETT v. ELBOROUGH—17th August. 
Vacation Bustness—Commirrat—Urorncy—Norice or Morton. 


This was an application to serve notice of motion for the committal of 
the defendant for the 24th of August. The plaintiff stated that the 
urgency of the matter consisted in the apprehension that the defendant 
would abscond unless prompt proceedings were taken. It was stated that 
he was a stockbroker, and that the plaintiff had deposited with him 
certain bonds of the Argentine Republic; that an order had been already 
made for the delivery of an account by him; and that he would probably 
go away if not restrained. 

Bruce, J., said that he thought the matter was of sufficient urgency to 
justify him in giving leave to serve notice of motion for committal for the 
date named, and gave leave accordingly.—CovunsgEL, Abinger. Sorrcrrors, 
Snell, Wire, § Stone. 


{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 


PEDLEY rv. COOPER—17ih August. 


Vacation Bustvess—Ixsunction—Waste—Burmipineg AGREEMENT—NOTICE 
or Motion—Unreency. 


This was a motion ex parte to restrain the defendant from committin 
waste by excavating and taking away sand and gravel from certain lan 
of which he was in possession as licensee under a building agreement. 
The case on behalf of the plaintiff was stated to be that the defendant 
was in possession of the land, which was situate at West Ham, under a 
| building agreement which contained the usual E peggy including a 

= that the defendant should be entitled to a lease upon the 
uildings being completed. The defendant was entitled to excavate, but 
not to take away sand and gravel otherwise than was necessary for buildi 
ie ope In fact, he was a and removing sand and 

or the purpose of selling it. It was stated that the defendant was 
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making large holes in the land, thereby causing lasting damage to the 
property. Asa licensee, he had no right to take away the soil. 

Bruce, J., granted an injunction —CounseL, Jenkins. 
Fletcher § May. 


{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxr, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SoLiciTors, 


COOKE v. STANSFIELD—17th August. 
Inscunction—Anctest Licuts—Tresrpass—Manpatory [nsuncrion. 


In this case the plaintiff moved for an injunction to restrain the de- 
fendants, their servants, agents, and workmen, from erecting or raising 
the wall or walls between the premises of the plaintiff at No. 108, High- 
street, Marylebone, and the premises of the defendant at No. 109, High- 
street aforesaid, and from erecting or raising on the premises No. 109 any 
wall or Luilding so as to darken, injure, or obstruct any of the ancient 
lights of the plaintiff, and in particular the skylights and windows in the 
plaintiff’s premises, and that the defendants might be restrained from 
allowing the scaffolding to remain, and from committing any trespass on 
the plaintiff's house and premises. On behalf of the plaintiff it was urged 
that there was an obstruction of his common law rights, and that he was 
entitled to an injunction. In answer to the objection of the defendants 
that, in order to claim a right to the light to the skylight, the plaintiff 
must claim the right to light from all quarters—which was wrong in law— 
the plaintiff said that any interference with his common law right was 
liable to be restrained, however small. It was admitted that the inten- 
tion was to raise the wall higher, and every additional foot, the plaintiff 
contended, constituted an interference with his legal rights. 

Bruce, J., after observing that most of the matters in dispute in the 
action had been agreed to be referred to a surveyor, said that the case, so 
far as the interference with the light was concerned, was not one for inter- 
ference by way of injunction, nor should he insist upon an under- 
taking being given to pull down im the event of a mandatory injunction 
being granted at the trial. Costs would be costs in the action.—CounsEL, 
Hi. Terrell ; Bousfield, Q.C., and Knowles Corrie. Soricrrors, Cooper § Bake ; 
Leathley § Wills. 

[Reported by V. vz S. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


In the Matier of THE HOUSE INVESTMENT CO. (LIM.)—17th August. 
Company—Wuxpinc tp—Two Perrrions—Creprror’s Petrrion—Urcency 
—VacaTion Business. 


This was an application to place a creditor’s petition in the paper for the 
24th of August. It appeared that another petition had been presented by 
a creditor, and the applicant was apprehensive that an order might be 
made upon it. The present petition was presented on the 22nd of June, 
and Vaughan Williams, J., ordered it to stand over on the terms of 
the company undertaking not to wind up voluutarily, and to give notice of 
any other petition being presented. 

Brvce, J., ordered the petition to be restored to the paper in the event 
of any other petition for winding up the company coming into the paper. 
He said that the only urgency in the case lay in the danger of a petition 
being presented by some other person than the present applicant. 
Vaughan Williams, J., was of opinion that only in very exceptional cases 
should winding-up petitions be presented in Vacation, and that if he 
refused to hear any other creditor's petition without having the present 
petition put in the paper, the danger apprehended by the applicant would 
be obviated.—CounseL, Simpson. Soxicrron, BE. W. Sampson. 


[Reported by V. pz S. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Court of Appeal. 
HEWLETT -. ALLEN & SONS—No. 1, 10th August. 


Masrer axp Sexrvant—W aces—Depvcrions—PayMENT OTHERWISE THAN IN 
Ccentst Cors—Trrex Act, 1831 (1 & 2 Wit. 4, c. 37), ss. 2, 3, 4, 23. 


Appeal from the decision of the Queen’s Bench Division (Day and 
Charles, JJ.) reversing the judgment of a county court judge. The 
plaintiff, Louisa Hewlett, was in the employment of the defendants, who 
were proprietors of confectionery works, and upon entering the employ- 
ment signed an agreement to conform to all the rules and regulations of 
the defendants’ works. One of the rules was that all employés would 
have to become members of the sick and accident club connected with the 
works, 2 member of the defendant’s firm being the treasurer thereof. 
Under the rules of the sick and accident club the plaintiff’s subscription 
was 23d. weekly, and this sun was deducted from her wages weekly. 
Up leaving the defendants’ employment, the plaintiff brought this action 
in the county court to recover £1 14s. 7d., the total amount of the weekly 
deductions, on the ground that they were illegal under the Truck Acts. 
The Truck Act, 1887, extended the provisions of the Truck Act, 1831, to 

in the position of the plaintiff. The county court judge held that 

the deductions, except for medicine and medical attendance, were illegal, 

and gave judgment for the plaintiff for £1 66. 10d. The Divisional Court 

held that the deductions were legal within the decision in Lamb v. Great 

Northern Railway Co. (39 W. Ki. 475; 1891, 2 Q B. 281), and entered 

for the defendants. 

mz Covxt (Lord Esurx, M-K., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.), having 

taken time to consider, distnived the appeal. 








—The clear intention of the Truck Acts was to insure to workmen the 
payment of the entire amount of their wages in actual current coin of the 
realm, uvfettered by any promise or obligation that it should be spent in any 
particular manner or in any particular shop. ‘The Legislature endeavoured 
to secure that the workman might have in his hand the very actual coin 
representing his wages. The Truck Act, 1831, attempted to enforce this 
object by rendering illegal every payment or contract for payment of 
wages except in the mode prescribed by the Act. One head of sections 
imposed penalties upon all those who made such illegal contracts or pay- 
ments. Another class of sections gave the workman the right to recover 
the arrears of wages not actually paid over in coin, while it prevented the 
employer from setting up in answer to such action some rights of set-off, 
while it still left certain other rights of set-off available to him. The 
present case depended mainly on the exact extent to which an employer's 
ordinary defence to an action at law had, in circumstances like the present, 
been interfered with by the Act. With regard to the penal sections, the 
statute insisted upon payment (except in the excepted cases of bank-notes, 
cheques, and deductions under section 23) of the entire amount of the 
wages due in actual current coin of the realm. The law, however, would 
not hold the payment to be invalid if made to a bond fide and lawfully 
appointed agent to receive it. The ordinary rule of law was that payment 
to a lawfully authorized agent was payment to the man himself. The entire 
amount, with the above exceptions, must be paid in coin, but payment to 
a man’s agent was payment to himself. Deductions made by an 
employer, whether authorized by the workman or not, could not be 
payment to the workman in current coin. The employer could not, 
for the purpose of compliance with the statute, be both payer and 
payee. Again, the statute made contracts for payment and pay- 
ments which were contrary to the Act ‘‘illegal, null, and void.’ 
The result was that any such illegal contract was an offence against 
the Act, and the contract could not by itself give rise to any tight 
or be vouched as an authority for any act done under it. Next, with 
regard to the sections of the Act which affected civil litigation, by section 
4 the workman could recover so much of his wages as were not paid to 
him in current coin; and section 5 extinguished the employer’s rights of 
set-off or counter-claim in certain cases, leaving them untouched in all 
other instances. An offence against the Act might therefore have been 
committed, and a penalty incurred, while at the same time the workman 
would not in all cases be entitled to recover the amount of wages not paid 
in current coin. Applying the above interpretation of the statute to the 
present case, it must be taken that the deductions from the plaintiff's 
wages were paid over to the sick and accident fund. The plaintiff knew 
that these deductions were being made. These deductions were not 
authorized by section 23, except so far as they related to medicine and 
medical attendance, and these were allowed by the county court judge. 
The contract that these deductions should be made was illegal, and no 
evidence was called by the defendants to shew a payment in current coin 
to an agent of the plaintiff’s lawfully authorized to receive it. An offence 
against the Act had therefore been committed. The deductions, however, 
found their way to the sick and accident fund. If the trust fund to which 
the money was paid was an illegal trust, the defendants could not set up 
as a defence payment to its credit of any sums at all. But the trust was 
not illegal. Its purposes were not illegitimate. All that could be said 
was that the defendants could not rely upon the workman’s contract as an 
authority for carrying moneys to the fund, all such contracts being illegal. 
But if an authority or ratification could be found outside the original con- 
tract, that would be sufficient as a defence to the action. It could not be 
right that a workman should sanction the handing over of his contributions 
to a fund created for his own benefit and that of others, and years after- 
wards recall his contributions. The plaintiff had for years known of 
and acquiesced in these deductions and their destination, and knew that the 
current contributions were in fact expended on the objects of the society. 
She could not now complain of what had been done with her knowledge 
and tacit assent. The Truck Act had been broken, but she had precluded 
herself by her conduct and her long acquiescence from now recalling the 
payments to the fund. The defendants could therefore avail themselvés of 
this answer to the action in the nature of a set-off or counter-claim. The 
actual decision in Ex parte Cooper, Re Morris (26 Ch. D. 693, 33 W. R. 
Dig. 23) was correct, though the language of the judges was not suffi- 
ciently exact. In Lamb v. Great Northern Railway Co. (39 W. R. 475 ; 1891, 2 
Q. B. 281), by which the court below thought that the present case was 
governed, the amounts deducted were in fact expended in medical relief to 
the plaintiff and his wife, and therefore were lawfu! deductions under 
section 23. That case, therefore, did not touch the present case. The 
judgment must be affirmed, but upon different grounds. 


Kay, L.J., concurred, but he entertained some doubt whether a cross- 
action by way of counter-claim (in his opinion the evidence did not raise 
any ground of set-off, legal or equitable, but only a case of counter-claim) 
would be an answer to a claim under the Truck Act. As, however, the 
other members of the court were of opinion that it wayld, he merely 
desired to state his hesitation upon the point.—Counse., Corrie Grant and 
Compton Smith ; Finlay, Q.C., and Crispe. Sorscrrons, Shaen, Roscoe, Massey, 


| & Co.; Milner Jutsum. 


Bowrx, LJ., read a judgment.in which Lord Esuex, M.R., concurred.’ Appeal from the decision of the Queen’s Bench Division upon a special 


[Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law. | 


GUARDIANS OF WEST HAM (Appellants) ». CHURCHWARDENS, &c., OF 
8ST. MATTHEW, BETHNAL GREEN (Respondents)—No. 1, 10th August. 


Poor Law—Serr_Lement—I eeemovaniLiry—Resipence 1n Domestic Seu- 
Vick WHILE UnNpER Stxteen—Restpence apart vrom Pargent—Drvivev 
Panisues ayy Poon Law Amenpvment Acr, 1876 (39 & 40 Vicr. c. 61), 
8. 34—11 & 12 Vict. c. 111. 
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case stated on appeal against an order of a metropolitan police magistrate, 
whereby he adjudged that the parish of Low Leyton, in the appellant 
union, was the place of the last legal settlement of the pauper, Caroline 
Batchellinar. The pauper went out to domestic service at Low Leyton 
when she was nearly fourteen years of age, and remained there until she 
was nearly eighteen. Her father was dead, and her mother, who had 
never resided in the appellant union, was settled in Shoreditch parish. The 
pauper afterwards resided with her mother at places outside the appellant 
union until she became chargeable to the respondent parish. The court 
of quarter sessions dismissed the appeal. The question for the opinion of 
the court was whether the parish of Low Leyton, in the appellant union, 
was the place of the last legal settlement of the pauper. The Divisional 
Court (Pollock, B., and Vaughan Williams, J.) affirmed the decision. 

Tur Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the question of a settlement now depended 
upon whether the pauper was irremovable through residence in a parish 
for three years under section 34 of the Divided Parishes Act, 1876. Resi- 
dence for one year conferred irremovability; residence for three years 
under certain conditions gave a settlement. It was unnecessary to deter- 
mine whether it was required that the pauper should have been irremovable 
in each of the three years, because here the pauper had resided for four 
years in Low Leyton, and was, therefore, irremovable in each of the last 
three years. It was argued, however, that the proviso to 11 & 12 Vict. c. 
111 altered that and made the pauper removable while under sixteen to 
her mother’s settlement. That proviso, however, was construed in Reg. v. 
Leeds Union (27 W. R. 708, 4 Q. B. D. 323) as being a proviso framed in 
the interests of humanity, to prevent the breaking up and dispersal of 
families whose members were living together. The proviso would not be 
applicable unless the members of the family were living together. A child 
away on @ visit or at school would still, in contemplation of law, be 
residing with its parents. The pauper in the present case was in domestic 
service, and must be considered as residing with her master and mistress, 
and not with her mother. Residence under sixteen could be added to 
residence over sixteen to make up the three years : Highworth and Swindon 
Union v. Westhury-on-Severn Union (38 W. R. 295, 14 App. Cas. 465). The 
proviso to 11 & 12 Vict. c. 111, therefore, did not apply, and the pauper 
acquired a settlement in Low Leyton under section 34 of the Divided 
Parishes Act, 1876. 

Bowen, L.J., concurred. 

Kay, L.J., concurred, though with some doubt upon the question 
whether the pauper’s residence while in domestic service under sixteen 
was such residence as would render her irremovable.—Covunskzt, Jelf, Q.C., 
and Rk. D. Muir ; Beven. Soxscrrors, F. £. Hilleary ; H. T. Howard. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re SOVEREIGN LIFE ASSURANCE CO.—No. 2, 10th August. 


Company—WINDING Ur—PurRcHASE wy CoMPANY OF ITs OWN SHARES—ExX- 
TINGUISHMENT—No Liantuiry or CoMPANY TO BE PLACED ON List OF ITS 
own ConTRIBUTORIES. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Chitty, J., refusing to allow the 
above-named company to be placed on the list of its own contributories. 
The question substantially was whether certain of its own shares pur- 
chased by the company were extinguished by the purchase, or whether 
they were kept alive, with the practical result of proportionately increas- 
ing the liability of the remaining shareholders to the extent of the amount 
uncalled on the shares. The company was established under the Joint- 
Stock Companies Act of 1844 by a deed of settlement made in 1845, and com- 
pletely registered in January, 1846. It was subsequently registered under 
section 209 of the Companies Act, 1862. In 1860, in pursuance of a clause 
in the deed of settlement, the company applied for and obtained a special 
Act of Parliament (23 & 24 Vict. c. cxvii.), by section 21 of which the 
directors were authorized to lay out and invest in the name of the company 
or otherwise all or any part of the money, funds, or property of the com- 
pany in, inter alia, the purchase of the shares or policies of the company 
or the bonuses declared thereon. In August, 1887, a petition was pre- 
sented for the winding up of the company, and in July, 1889, an order for 
phe pe! winding up was made. A summons was taken out by the 
official liquidator in the interests of the policy-holders of the company to 
place the company on the list of contributories in respect of 8,781 of its 
own shares which had been purchased by the company and transferred, in 
March, 1881, to the company by directors and others, who, after the 
purchase and previous to the transfer, held the shares in trust for the 
company ; the summons further asked that a call of £7 10s. per share 
(£2 10s. being already paid up on each share), or such other sum as might 
be estimated to realize the sum of £65,857, might be made upon all the 
contributories of the company. Chitty, J., dismissed the summons. The 
official liquidator appealed. On the hearing of the appeal judgment was 
reserved. Subsequently 
biear Cover (Linpixy, Lorrs, and A. L. Surru, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


ap ‘ 
AINDLEY, L.J., in'a written judgment, said the appeal raised the 
questions (1) what would be the rights of policy-holders against the funds 
of the company and against its members apart from the Act 23 & 24 Vict. 
c. exvii., and, (2) how were those rights affected by the Act. After 
referring to the form of policy issued by the company, his lordship said the 
true and legal eeadiwuntion of policies such as that, as had long ago been 
settled, was that (1) the policy-holders acquired no charge at law or in 
equity upon the funds of the company ; (2) their right, when their policies 
e payable or provable, was to be paid out of the then existing funds, 

or a uncalled capital ; and (3) they had uo right to call on any 
shareholder to pay more than the full amount of the shares held by 





him and not = up when the demand was made. That was the result 
of the well-known decisions of (in law) Halkett v. Merchant Traders 
Association (13 Q. B. 960), Hallett v. Dowdall (18 Q. B. 2), King v. 
Accumulative Assurance Co. (6 W. R. 12, 3 C. B. N. 8S. 151); and 
(in equity) Lord Talbot’s case (5 De G. & S. 386), Law v. London Indis- 
putable Life Policy Co. (3 W. R. 154, 1 K. & J. 223), Durham's case (4 K. & 
J. 517—sub nom. Re Atheneum Assurance Co., Ex parte Prince of Wales 
Assurance Co., 6 W. R. 765), and Re Albert Life Assurance Co., Bell's case 
(18 W. R. 66, L. R. 9 Eq. 720). Forthe present purpose the first of those 
three propositions was the most important. The non-existence of any 
charge on the funds of the company was finally determined by Re State 
Fire Insurance Co. (11 W. R. 746, 1 H. & M. 457), and, since Bell’s case, his 
lordship believed, had never been questioned. In Bell’s case Lord Hatherly 
(then Vice-Chancellor Wood) said: ‘‘It has been settled in these cases 
that there is no equitable charge upon the assets. Itisa mere debt.” His 
lordship referred next to the 21st section of the Act, which, he said, it was 
impossible to read without coming to the conclusion that it authorized the 
company to buy its own shares. What did that necessarily involve? It 
involved the purchase of part of the capital for the benefit of the holders 
of the rest of the capital—i.c., it involved a reduction of capital. It could 
not be read in such a way as to increase the liability of those members 
who were to be benefited, yet that would be the result of the appellant's 
contention, for he argued that the shares bought by the company should 
be treated as subsisting, and as held by a trustee for the company, who 
would be liable to a call of £7 10s. per share, and be entitled to be in- 
demnified by the members of the company, who thus, instead of being 
benefited, would have a heavy burden imposed on them. Suchaconstruc- 
tion was quite inadmissible. Reduction of capital was the necessary con- 
sequence of a statutory power enabling a company to invest its assets in 
the purchase of its own shares. The policy-holders were unsecured creditors 
of the company, as they had always been, with the funds of the company 
applicable for their payment ; but those funds did not include capital 
extinguished by statutory authority. The appeal must be dismissed. 

Lopes and A. L. Sarrn, L.JJ., ‘cconcurred.—Counsgt, Farwell, Q.C., 
Moulton, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady ; Byrne, Q.C., and Lemon. So.tcrrors, 
James Robinson ; Hepburn, Son, § Cuteliffe. 

{Reported by Arruur Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re MARIA CHURCHILL (Deceased), LEWIS v. CHURCHILL—Chitty, J., 
9th August. 
Domictt—Inrestate Successton—Syrian Law—Buitisn Supsectr. 


This was a question as to who was entitled to the personal estate of a 
British subject who died intestate domiciled in Syria at the time of her 
death. The intestate, a widow, left two children and the children of a 
deceased child. There was no doubt that the law of the domicil apphed 
to personalty, and the only difficulty was to ascertain what that law was. 

Currry, J., after reading, among other evidence, opinions given by 
the Mufti of Beyrout, Sir Patrick Colquhoun, and the Court of Appeal 
of Mount Lebanon, said that the result was as follows :—If the lady had 
been a subject of the Ottoman Empire, the Turkish or Syrian law of 
succession would have applied, and the surviving children would have 
taken to the exclusion of the grandchildren, but part of the Syrian law 
was to leave the succession to the personal estate of British subjects to 
be governed by British law. The succession was, therefore, relegated 
back to the English law, and the grandchildren took the share that their 
deceased parent would have taken.—CounsgL, H. Greenwood; Carson. 
Souscrrors, Calkin, Lewis, § Stokes ; Baker, Folder, § Upperton. 


{Reported by G. Row.anp A.stox, Barrister-at-Iaw. ) 


WOOD v. GREGORY—North, J., 10th August. 
Partition Action—Orper ror Sate—Powsr to Leass—Oxpsr ro 
: Suspenv ORpsR. 

This was a motion for an order to the effect that a proposed lease should 
be effectual, notwithstanding an order for the sale of the property had 
been made by the court. In a partition action North, J., had, on the 
16th of November, 1889, made the usual order for the sale of certain 
hereditaments. Part of the property comprised in the order had been 
sold, but no purchaser could be found for the rest. A tenant, however, 
was willing to take it on a lease, if the order for sale would not interfere 
with his rights under the lease. The court was accordingly asked to make 
an order to that effect. 

Norru, J., made an order suspending until further order the order for 
sale.—CounseL, Humphreys. Soxtcrrors, Torr ¢ Co. 


{Reported by G. B. M. Coorr, Barrister-at-Law. } 
EVANS AND ANOTHER +. WARE—North, J., 10th August. 


Ingunctron—Conrract ix Restramr or Trape—Inrant—UNRBASONARLE 
Proviston—Conrract ror Bryerrr or Lyranrt, 


This was a motion for an injunction on the part of the plaintiffs, who 
carry on business as the Cardiff Milk Supply Co., against breach of an 
agreement dated the 4th day of June, 1890. Prior to the signing of this 
agreement the defendant had been engaged in work in the plaintiffs’ 
stables. He was subsequently employed as a vendor of milk, receiv- 
ing 2s. extra a week, and thereupon, by the agreement in question, 
he agreed, in consideration of the plalntifts taking him into their 
employ at the salary of 21s, a week as one of their akan of milk and 
pee: el of money, that he would not leave their employ without giving 
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them seven days’ notice, and that, if he did leave their employ as a 
result of notice given either by himself or the plaintiffs, he would not 
commence business on his own account or in partnership with any person 
as a vendor of milk in the town of Cardiff, or within a radius of five miles 
from the plaintiffs’ place of business, nor enter into the service of any 
other vendor of milk in the said town or within the said radius for twenty- 
four months after the expiration of the aforesaid notice. At the time of 
the agreement the defendant was under age. The plaintiffs, however, 
stated in their affidavit that he had declared himself to be of age, and that 
if they had supposed this not to be the case he would not have been em- 
ployed as a vendor of milk by them. The defendant left the service of 
the plaintiffs on the 12th day of June, 1892, and at once commenced 
business as a vendor of milk in Cardiff. On behalf of the defendant it 
was contended that the consideration was inadequate, that the clause 
in the agreement for which an injunction was sought was of a penal 
nature, and in restraint of trade, and that it would not be enforced as 
against an infant, as it could not be for his benefit. The case of Fellows v. 
Wood (59 L. T. N.S. 513), to which the judge referred, and on which the 
plaintaffs’ counsel relied, had been overruled, it was said, by the decision 
of Chitty, J., in De Francesco v. Barnum (38 W. R. 187, 39 W. R. 5, 41 Ch. 
D. 165, 45 Ch. D. 430). 

Nortn, J., granted the injunction. He held that it was impossible to 
hold that the contract was not for the benefit of the infant, seeing that in 
consideration thereof he obtained employment, or continuance of employ- 
ment. All that could be truly said was that a contract without such a 
restrictive clause would have been even more for his benefit. The decision 
in De Francesco v. Barnum related to a case of apprenticeship. The decision 
of Chitty, J., in that case explained the application of Fellows v. Wood, but 
did not overrule it.—CotnseL, Vernon Smith ; Bramwell Davies. Soxicrrors, 
L. W. H. Jones, for James Morgan, Cardiff ; Riddell, Vaizey, § Co., for Jones, 
Cardiff. 

[Reported by G. B. M. Coons, Barrister-at-Law. | 


AUTOMATIC WEIGHING MACHINE C0.—North, J., 
llth August. 


Company—Transrer or Suires—Cuarce or Lien—Conveyancine Act, 
1881, s. 15, sur-sgction 1. 


This was a motion by the plaintiff in the action for an injunction to 
restrain the defendant company and their directors and agents from 
selling or transferring the shares in the capital of the company held by, 
and registered in the name of, the plaintiff, or any of them, under the 
powers for those purposes conferred by the articles of association of the 
company. The plaintiff was the owner and registered holder of 3,909 
shares in the company, of the nominal value of £1 each, credited as fully 
paid up. The plaintiff owed to the company £4,671 6s. 6d. The plaintiff 
entered into an agreement with a Mr. Hore to sell the shares to him for 
£4,971 6s. 6d. Mr. Hore was willing to pay to the company the amount 
due to them by the plaintiff, and the plaintiff requested the company, on 
payment thereof, to assign their debt and the lien which they had under 
their articles on the shares to Mr. Hore, as the plaintiff’s nominee. The 
company declined to make the assignment, and threatened to put in force 
their powers of selling the plaintiff's shares conferred by the articles. It 
was contended for the plaintiff that he was entitled, by virtue of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 15, sub-section 1, to require the company to 
make the assignment. 

Nortu, J., said that the case was within the section, and that the com- 
pany were bound to transfer the shares to the plaintiff’s nominee on 
receiving payment of their debt, and that the case of Re General Exchange 
Bank: (6 Ch. App. 818) was in point. The lien which the company had 
was not like a solicitor’s lien, but was an equitable charge which was not 
lost by parting with possession. [The following was the order made :— 
“* The plaintiff undertaking, at four days’ notice by the defendant company, 
to pay to the defendant company the amount for which they have a lien or 
charge upon the defendant company transferring the lien or charge they 
have on the shares to the plaintiff's nominees, let an injunction be granted 
in the terms of the notice of motion till trial of the action or further order.’’] 
—Cocsset, Cozrns- Hardy, Q.C., and Whitaker ; 8. Hall, Q.C., and Swinfen 
Eady. Sovscrrons, Stephens & Stephens ; Adam Burn & Son. ‘ 

[Reported by ©. F. Descas, Barrister-at-Law. 


EVERITT -. 


LORD HENRY BRUCE AND OTHERS +. MARQUIS OF AILESBURY— 
Stirling, J., 13th August. 

Pracrice—Issce or Waerr—Sray or Actios—Vexatiovs axp Frrvoiors 

Procermisc—Arcse or Process or Cover—Acreement ror SALE oF 

Sermep Esrares—Atiecep Freacp—Sanction ov Sate ny THe Hovse or 


Lops. 


These were two motions by special leave in the above-mentioned action, 
one on behalf of the Marquis of Ailesbury and the other on behalf of Lord 
Iveagh, both detendants in the action, that all farther proceedings in the 
action mnight be stayed, or, in the alternative, that it might be dismissed 
with costs, to be paid by the plaintiffs’ solicitors, on the ground that it 
Was a vexatious and frivolous action, and an abuse of the process of the | 
court. In the action, which was commenced on the 5th inst., the plain- 
tiffs claimed a declaration that the agreements entered into for the sale of 
the Savernake Vstate were frandulent as against the plaintiffs and void, 
and ought to be delivered up to be cancelled; and they also claimed an 
im junction to restrain the defendants from carrying the agreements into 

ett. The hearing of the motions was commenced on Friday after- 
noon at four o'clock, and was continued on Saturday, his lordship havir 
Stained the consent of the Vacation Judge in that behalf. On the 9th 
inst. the House of Lords delivered their judgment (reported ant, p. 711) 


Re Ailesbury (Marquis of) Settled Estates), who had overruled the judgment 
of Stirling, J., and had sanctioned the sale of the Savernake Estate to Lond 
Iveagh for £750,000. Lord Frederick Bruce had made an affidavit to the 
effect that he had been informed by Lord Ailesbury that Mr. Lewis, his 
principal creditor, had promised that if he signed the agreement, and the 
sale took place, he (Mr. Lewis) would provide an annuity of £2,500 a year 
for Lord Ailesbury, and would make a will to that effect; that Mr, 
Laurence, who succeeded the late Mr. Mewburn- Walker as trustee, had 
stated to Lord Frederick that he did not intend that Lord Ailesbury should 
be dependent on Mr. Lewis’s word and upon his will, and that nothing short 
of a deed would satisfy him; and that he, Lord Frederick, believed that 
at the time the agreements for the sale were entered into a secret bargain 
was made with Lord Ailesbury that he was to receive an annuity of £2,500 
a year in consideration of his entering into them, and that but for such 
secret bargain he would not have entered into them. In two affidavits 
filed by Lord Frederick and Lord Henry Bruce specific charges of attempts 
at bribery were made against Lord Iveagh. Lord Iveagh was examined 
and cross-examined, and stated that he had never directly or indirectly 
made or authorized anyone else to make the offer he was alleged to have 
made—namely, an offer of a bribe of £50,000 to Lord Henry Bruce, in 
order to induce him to withdraw his opposition to the sale. For the 
defendants it was contended that the sole object of the present action was 
delay, which might put an end to the contract, for no one would spend 
money on the estate while there were threats of bringing forward unknown 
charges of fraud. The court had inherent jurisdiction to see that its pro- 
cess was not abused by a proceeding without reasonable grounds, and ina 
proper case to stay the action: Metropolitan Bank v. Pooley (33 W. R. 708, 
10 App. Cas. 210), Lawrance v. Lord Norreys (39 Ch. D. 213, at p. 
234, 37 W. R. Dig. 145). On behalf of the plaintiffs it was contended that 
in this case the court ought not to interfere, because, according to the 
authorities, there was no case in which, where the issue of the writ was the 
initial step in the litigation between the parties, the court had interfered 
at the writ stage, where the writ itself disclosed sufficient cause of action, 
which was the case here. In support of this argument the following cases 
were cited: Cobbett v. Warner (15 W. R. 403, L. R. 2 Q. B. 108), Seaton v. 
Grant (15 W. R. 420, L. R. 2 Ch. App. 459), Castro v. Murray (23 W. R. 
596, L. R. 10 Ex. 213), Dawkins v. Prince Edward of Saxe- Weimar (24 W. RB. 
670,1Q. B. D. 499), Edmunds v. The Attorney-General (26 W. R. 550), 
Higgins v. Woodhall (6 Times L. R. 1), and Lawrance v. Lord Norreys. 

Srixinc, J., said that he desired at once to state his opinion that the 
motions must succeed. Although he was prepared to state his reasons at 
once, he thought it better, in the interests of all parties, that he should 
put them into writing. He proposed, therefore, to reserve his judgment, 
and to deliver it on the second day of the next sittings.—CounseEL, Rigby, 
Q.C., and Fossett Lock; Sir H. James, Q.C., and Spencer Butler ; Muir 
Mackenzie; Sir C. Russell, Q.C., and Geo. Henderson. Soutcrrors, G. B. 
Laurence § Co. ; Travers, Smith, § Braithwaite ; Hunter § Haynes. 

[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
CORN AND ANOTHER v. MATTHEWS AND ANOTHER—8th August. 


APPRENTICE—INDENTURE OF APPRENTICESHIP—INVALIDITY FOR WANT OF 
Morvatiry. 

This was an appeal by a special case froma decision of a stipendiary 
magistrate of Staffordshire, sitting at Burslem. The appellants were 
manufacturers of earthenware, carrying on business at Longport. The 
respondents were an apprentice in the employ of the appellants and the 
apprentice’s father. By a deed of apprenticeship entered into with the 
appellants, the apprentice, who was nineteen years of age at the date of 
the deed, bound himself apprentice to learn the branch of trade called 
potters’ printing, and to serve his masters (the appellants) for five years 
** excepting the usual holidays and days on which the said branch of the 
business of his said masters shall be at a standstill through accident beyond 
the control of the masters, and subject also to the provision hereinafter 
contained.”? The masters bound themselves to instruct the apprentice and 
to find him reasonable work, and to pay him certain wages. The deed 
contained the following clause, the validity of which was the subject of 
this appeal: ‘‘ Provided always that the said masters shall not be liable or 
called upon to pay any wages to the said apprentice so long as their 
business shall or may be interrupted or impeded by or in consequence of 
any turn-out, and the said apprentice is hereby expressly authorized and 
allowed during any such turn-out, and for such reasonable time thereafter 
as may be necessary to enable him to determine such employment as 
hereinafter mentioned, to employ himself in any other manner or with any 
other person for his own benefit, and in case the said apprentice shall 
elect so to employ himself, the said masters shall not, during the time they 
“0 employ him, be bound to teach and instruct the said apprentice or cause 
him to be taught and instructed as aforesaid.’’ The apprentice worked with 
the appellants until the 4th of May in this year, when he absented himself 
from work and remained absent thereafter. The appellants thereupon took 
out a summons under 38 & 39 Vict. c. 90 for an order directing the 
respondents to perform the conditions and agreements contained in the 
indenture of apprenticeship. On the hearing of the summons the 
magistrate decided that if the indenture was valid there was sufficient 
evidence to justify him in ordering the apprentice to return and fulfil his 
contract, but the magistrate was of opinion that the indenture was invalid 
for the following reasons : That whereas the employers had covenanted to 
teach and instruct the apprentice in the art of potters’ printing and pay 
him certain wages, yet the deed contained a proviso that the employers 





affirming the decision of the Court of Appeal (reported 40 W. BR. 243 as 
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long as their business might be interrupted by any turn-out. This in 
effect was, in the opinion of the magistrate, that the apprentice might have 
to work for his employers without any wages though the turn-out might 
last for weeks ; that although the apprentice was authorized to obtain work 
elsewhere, during the time of which work his employers were not bound to 
teach him, yet as he was obliged to return to them on the turn-out coming 
to an end, he could only have got other employment of a temporary 
character, and he might not have been able to get any other work at all. 
The istrate, therefore, considered that the apprentice was not placed 
on equal terms with his employers, and held that the deed was void for 
want of mutuality, and dismissed the summons. The employers appealed. 

Tus Court (Wricut and Bruce, JJ.) dismissed the appeal, holding that 
the case could not be distinguished from Meakin v. Morris (32 W. R. 661, 
12 Q. B. D. 352).—Counsei, Boddam; Lambert. Soxicrrors, Cronin, Orgill, 
& Cronin, for Llewellyn § Ackill, Tunstall; Mear § Fowler, for E. Holiings- 
head, Tunstall. 

{Reported by F. O, Rosrnson, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ex parte BROWN, Re HASTINGS—Q. B. Div., 5th July. 


Banxruptcy—Writ or SEqQuesTRATION—SEQUESTRATION AGAINST DEnToR 
—SvunseQuent Recetvinc OrpER—INJUNCTION RESTRAINING PROCEEDINGS 
uNDER Wait or SequesTraTiIon—Securep Creprror—Banxrvrptcy Act, 
1883, ss. 9, 10, 45, 168. 

This case raised an important question as to the rights of persons under 
a writ of sequestration where a receiving order is afterw: made against 
the debtor. In October, 1891, an order was made in the Chancery 
Division in an action to administer the trusts of the will of one Major 
Brown, by which the debtor, George Woodyatt Hastings, at that time 
M.P. for East Worcestershire, was directed to pay into court a sum of 
£20,840, moneys for which he was found liable. This order was not com- 

lied with, and on January 8, 1892, a writ of sequestration was issued 

m the Chancery Division to enforce the order, under which the com- 
missioners appointed seized the debtor’s house and goods, and applied for 
leave to sell. A petition in bankruptcy in the Worcester County Court was, 
however, presented against the debtor, and on January 15 an inicrim 
injunction was granted in the county court restraining further proceedings 
against the debtor in the Chancery action pending the hearing of the 
petition. On January 24 the petition was heard, when a receiving order 
was made against the debtor and the injunction made perpetual. The 
plaintiffs in the Chancery action subsequently applied to the county court 
to discharge the restraining order, but this application was refused. From 
this refusal the present appeal was brought. 

Tue Covrt (VaveHan Wru1ams and Couns, JJ.) dismissed the 
a ‘ 

Wireman Wuutuns, J., said that the real question raised was whether 
the county court was right in making a restraining order restraining the 
appellants from proceeding with the sequestration. The court was of 
opinion that the county court judge was right in making that order. The 
matter depended on what was the effect of the sequestration order in this 
case. It had been pointed out that the effect of a writ of sequestration 
might differ according to the object which was sought to be attained by 
the issue of the writ of sequestration, and also might differ according to 
the order or judgment which preceded the issue of the writ. Where the 
writ of sequestration was issued merely to obtain obedience to an inter- 
locutory order, there it was a mere personal matter and in the nature of 
the process of contempt for disobedience to the order of the court, and it 
was not contended in such a case that the writ of sequestration or any 
acts done under it gave any charge or lien to the person at whose instance 
the writ was issued. But it was said that where the order was an order 
for the payment of money into court the effect of the writ of sequestra- 
tion was different. In such a case the writ so far partook of the nature 
of a proceeding under which a charge or security might be obtained in 
favour of the person at whose instance the writ was issued that, even if 
death occurred, the right of the person at whose instance the writ was 
issued was a right which continued against the personal representatives. 
That was a step towards that which the appellants wished to prove here, 
because it did shew that the proceeding of sequestration in that case was 
not a matter which could be discharged by obedience or death of the 
person against whom the writ was issued. But it did not follow from 
that that the appellants in the present case were secured creditors within 
the meaning of the Bankruptcy Act. Upon the making of a receiving 
order section 9 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, came into force, which 
enacted that no creditor to whom the debtor was indebted in respect of 
any debt provable in bankruptcy should have afterwards any remedy 
against the property or person of the debtor in respect of the debt, or 
should commence any action or other legal proceedings unless with the 
leave of the court. The first question was whether the appellant, who 
was the plaintiff in the Chancery action, and those whom he represented, 
were creditors within the meaning of the section. ‘The court was of 
opinion that the appellant was a creditor, and that he was so by reason 
of the terms of section 37... That being so the appellant had no right to 
continue the proceedings under the sequestration unless he brought him- 
self within the proviso of section 9 which provided that the section should 
not affect the power of any secured creditor to realize or deal with his 
security in the same manner as he otherwise would have been entitled. 
The question remained, therefore, whether the appellant was a secured 
creditor. It was not contended that he was a secured creditor except by 
reason of the sequestration ; but it was said that the sequestration order 
in itself gave him a title to this property. There appeared to be some 





doubt as to what was the true effect of the writ of sequestration, but it 
would seem that the effect of it was no more, at any rate in the first 
instance, than to give the sequestrator the right to go in and take posses- 
sion of and hold the property seized under the writ. It gave the 
who had obtained the writ and had seized a further right to obtain an 
order for sale, and if he obtained an order for sale he got a good title to 
the proceeds of sale. But it did not make the creditor a secured creditor 
by reason of his having obtained the writ of sequestration. The court 
did not understand that the writ of sequestration gave to the person at 
whose instance it was issued any security other than that which was 
obtained by a persou who got an order for the appointment of a receiver, 
and the obtaining by a creditor of an order for a receiver did not make 
such creditor a secured creditor within the meaning of the Bankruptcy 
Act. But it was said further that, either by virtue of the statute 1 & 2 
Vict. c. 110 or by virtue of the 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112, there had been such 
a delivery in execution or such a seizure as to give the appellant and 
those whom he represented by virtue of the writ of sequestration a good 
charge on the property. The court did not think so. A person could not 
get the benefit of either of those Acts of Parliament unless first he had got 
a judgment, and it seemed to the court that the appellant in the present 
case had obtained no judgment, and could not, therefore, have the benefit 
of either of those Acts of Parliament. Then it was said that section 45 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, ized the title of the appellant as a 
creditor who had security. But the court was against that contention for 
the same reason, and the appeal must therefore be dismissed. 

Cours, J., concurred.—CounseL, Yate-Lee and Eastwick ; Ingle-Joyce 
and Muir Mackenzie. Soxicrrors, Nisbet, Daw, § Nisbet, for E. Nevinson, 
Malvern; The Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


[Reported by C. F. Morrext, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
BLAKE ». HALSE—Chitty, J., 4th and 9th August. 


Proctor—AssIGNMENT OF PgNst1ON—EQvITABLE AsSIGNMENT—NovoTIcE TO 
~~ r ——) 
Treasuny—Priortty—Tue Prosate Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 77), ss. 
103, 105, 113. 


This case raised three pomts. First, whether a proctor could assign or 
charge the pension pel him as compensation under the Probate Act, 
1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 77); secondly, whether an agreement to pay a sum 
of money out of such pension was a good equitable assignment; and, 
thirdly, whether a subsequent assignee could get priority by giving notice 
to the Treasury, no notice having been given by the first assignee. 

Cuirty, J., said as to the first point the law might be stated thus. 
Persons in the service of the Crown or public receiving pay in respect of 
such service, whether naval, military, or civil, might not assign such pay, 
public policy requiring it to be kept for maintaining the public servant in a 
position to perform the services imposed. - Pensions for past services, 
where the officer had wholly retired, might be assigned, but where there 
was a liability to be called again to service, as in the case of retirement on 
half pay, no assignment was allowed, for the same reason as in the first 
case. Now the future earnings of a solicitor or proctor were assignable in 

uity. Looking at the Probate Act, 1857, it appeared that the regular 
officers of the old courts, such as the judges and registrars, were abolished 
or transferred to the new court. A proctor was not a regular officer, but 
only an officer in the sense in which solicitors and attorneys were for- 
merly officers of the courts of chancery and common law respectively, and 
in which a solicitor was now an officer of the High Court. The Probate 
Act, 1857, contained provisions (section 103) for compensating the regular 
officers, with a provision for suspending the payment during the holding 
of another office. Compensation to proctors was granted under section 
105, and from the terms of the section was clearly granted for the loss of 
private business. It was granted because the Act took away the monopoly 
proctors had hitherto enjoyed, and opened the door to solicitors and bar- 
risters. Proctors were not excluded, but they had no longer a monopoly. 
If the case stood thus it was quite plain such compensation could be 
assigned. But it was said that section 113, by providing that persons to 
whom any compensation should be granted under the Act should, when 
called upon, be liable to fill any public office, for which his previous “* ser- 
vices in any office abolished by the Act” rendered him eligible, really put 
compensation to proctors on the footing of half pay. The answer to that 
was that proctors were not abolished by the Act. They remained proctors 
without their monopoly. If the officer declined to take office when called 
upon he forfeited his compensation pension. Now proctors did not render 
services to the public, but to their clients and themselves, and such ser- 
vices could not in any reasonable sense be considered “ services in any 
office abolished by the Act.” Hence the compensation was the private 
—— of a proctor, and could be alienated. An argument had been 

ounded on the corresponding sections in the Divorce Act, 1857 20 & 21 
Vict. c. 85), which were not nearly so clear, but his lordship declined to 
construe a clear enactment by one more ambiguous, though ix peri metend, 
and passed only three days later. It was satisfactory to find that the 
Treasury did not consider that any liability to serve was im i or proc- 
tors who received compensation, but, of course, his lordship’s judgment 
was independent of that. As to the second point, his lordship referred te 
his previous decision in Western Wagon Co, v. West (40 W. Ry 182; 1892, 
1 Ch, 271), and said that any agreement to pay a sum of money out of a 
fund bound the fund in equity, and was a good equitable assignment. As 
to the third point, the funds were in no legal sense in the hands of the 
Lords of the Treasury. They were in the hands of the Paymaster-General, 


Tt was extraordinary that anyone should think he would gain any priority 
by giving an idle notice to the Treasury: Somerset v. Cav 3 Boar, 3), 
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The Treasury was not exempt from the general law, but they were not 
charged with the duty of paying the money. It was no use giving notice 
to persons unless the fund was at the time in their hands, or must of 
necessity come to them, and notice which did not bind the person to whom 
it was giyen gave no priority to the person giving it.—CounseL, Whitehorne, 
Q.C., and Winslow ; Latham, Q.C., and Wall; Levett, Q.C., and Kirby ; 
Charles Walker. Soutcrrors, Lawrence, Graham, Gray, §& Sutherland ; Link- 
laters ; Murr §& Rusby ; E. F. Jenkins. 


[Reported by G. Row.anp Atsron, Barrister-at-Law.} 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Ricnarp Samvet Gurvxzy Coomss, solicitor, of Oundle, has been 
appointed Registrar and High Bailiff of the Oundle County Court, Clerk 
to the Justices for the Oundle Division of Northamptonshire, Clerk to the 
King’s Cliffe District Highway Board, and Clerk to the Commissioners of 
Taxes, all these appointments being conferred upon him in succession to 
the late Mr. Theodore Henry Shuckburgh Capron. Mr. Coombs was 
admitted a solicitor in July, 1887, and formerly practised at Watford. 


Mr. Arturer Leorotp Rayner, solicitor, of 3, New-inn, Strand, W.C., 
362, Barking-road, Plaistow, E., and 52, Linver-road, Parson’s-green, 
Fulham, S.W., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Rayner was admitted in December, 1885. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoLuTIONs. 


Tuomas James Newman and Grorce Atrrep Bonn, solicitors, Barnsley. 
Aug. 6. The said Thomas James Newman has retired from the business, 
and the business will in future be carried on by the said George Alfred 
Bond and by Edward Newman at Barnsley aforesaid, under the style of 
Newman & Bond. 

Georce Frank Pappock and Wiii1aM Wers Pappockx, solicitors (Paddock 
& Sons), Hanley. June 30. The said George Frank Paddock will continue 
the business on his own account. [Gazette, Aug. 12. 

Josepx Epaunp Pertincert and Frepertck Wii11AM Tuorr, solicitors 
(Pettingell & Thorp), Victoria-chambers, Bowlalley-lane, Kingston-upon- 
Mull. May 31. [ Gazette, Aug. 16. 





GENERAL. 


Recognizing the want of accommodation which has long been felt at the 
post-office at 89, Chancery-lane, and to which attention was called ina 
petition presented two years ago, the postal authorities are about to close 
the present office and to open a new one at No. 78, corner of Bishop’s- 
court. This involves the retirement of Mr. Richardson, the postmaster, 
and, although he has been in the service over half a century the terms of 
his appointment preclude his drawing a pension. The inhabitants of the 
neighbourhood are giving him a testimonial accompanied by an address, 
and the latter now lies for signature at the Sun Office, 40, Chancery- 


A remarkable discovery of treasure trove has been made in the Parlia- 
ment-hill fields between Hampstead and Highgate. A child of three, the 
son of Mr. Haynes, who lives near Parliament-hill, in the course of his 
play turned over some soil and came across a bright article which aroused 
the curiosity of his mother and another lady who was with her. The 
excavation was continued to the depth of some seven or eight inches, with 
the result that several gilt articles of solid silver and beautiful workman- 
ship were discovered and taken home. Acting on legal advice Mr. 
Haynes gave information of the find te Dr. G. Danford Thomas, the 
coroner for the district, and that gentleman commenced to make arrange- 
ments to hold a public inquiry into the circumstances of the discovery. 
In the meantime, however, the Solicitor to the Treasury claimed the 
articles, and they have been handed over to him by Mr. Haynes. 


A meeting of solicitors’ managing clerks was held on 11th of August at 
the Law Institution, Chancery-lane. Mr. Edward Cairns (Messrs. Trinder & 
Capron) was in the chair, and about 300 managing clerks to solicitors were 
present. The chairman said that they had met with the intention of 
forming an association which should be of a protective and not of an 
aggressive character, and he was glad to say that the establishment of the 
proposed association was viewed with favour by solicitors. Mr. Kelleher 
(Messrs. Ellis, Munday, & Clarke) proposed a resolution that it was 
desirable to form an association of solicitors’ managing clerks, to be 
formed for the protection and advancement of their interests. This was 
seconded by Mr. White (Messrs. Maple, Teesdale, & Co.), and carried 
unanimously. After some animated discussion it was resolved that the 
re olution should be immediately carried into effect by the formation of an 
a sociation, and the meeting then proceeded to ballot for the election of a 
council of thirty members. 


ing at the half-yearly meeting of the London and North-Western 

way Co., held at Euston on August 14, Lord Stalbridge, who was pre- 
siding, reminded the members that at the last meeting there was a strongly - 
— opinion ou the part of the proprietors that the company should 
e advantage of the Forged Transfers Act. The directors subsequently, 

as they promised at the time, met all the other companies in the matter, 
when the directors came to the conclusion that it would be desirable to 
adopt the Act, and, like some of the other large companies, to make a 








small charge for insurance. The main reason for this—and the directors 
felt it very strongly—was that it would not be fair to throw the whole cost 
of any forgery upon the revenue for the year. It might be said that they 
were not forced to do this by the Act, and that they might charge the logs 
to capital ; but no railway company would ever dream of debiting capital 
with suchacharge. It would be inevitably debited to the revenue account of 
the half-year in which it was paid. They thought it quite possible, if they 
had several good years, when there were no forgeries, that in process of 
time it might be possible to abolish the charge altogether when a suitable 
fund had been formed sufficient to meet any charge that might arise on it, 
It was also proposed that any existing shareholder should be at liberty to 
take advantage of the Act and render his holding what was called indefea- 
sible. Regulations as to this matter would shortly be drawn up by the 
secretaries of the various companies who had adopted this plan, and a cir. 
cular would be issued to the proprietors pointing out in what way it could 
be effected. Subsequently Lord Stalbridge proposed a resolution 
authorizing the directors ‘‘ to exercise the powers conferred upon the com- 
pany by the Forged Transfers Acts, 1891 and 1892, and by section 40 of 
the London and North-Western Railway (Additional Powers) Act, 1892, 
subject to such regulations, conditions, and stipulations as they may from 
time to time deem expedient,’ and the resolution was carried. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTH. 
HeEA.ey.—Aug. 16, at 119, Harley-street, W., the wife of C. E. H. Chadwyck Healey, 
Q.C., of a daughter. 
DEATH. 


May.—<Aug. 15, at Lisnavagh, county Carlow, the Right Hon. George Augustus Chichester 
May, formerly Lord Chief Justice of Ireland, aged 77. 








WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcuasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[Apvr.] 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug. 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lumtep in CHANCERY. 

Briton Mepicau AND GENERAL Lire Association, Liurrep—Creditors (other than policy 
holders and annuitants) are required, on or before Sept 16, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Robert Keating Clay and 

talph Price Hardy, Norfolk House, Victoria Embankment 

“ Ear.” Saicine Supe Line, Lonrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Jenkinson, 147, Leadenhall st ott 

Poots & Wurre. Limrtep— Petn for winding up, presented Aug 5, directed to be heard on 
Aug 24. Webb, Suffolk House, Laurence Pountney hill, petners’ solor. Notice of ap- 
pearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 23 

Porrsmoutu Park Co, Limrrep— itors are required, on or before Sept 20, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Flaxman 

Haydon, 16, Union ct, Old Broad st. Goldring & Co, Abchurch lane, solors for liqui- 

tors 


Vorcanic Azration Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Godbold, 
16, Philpot lane. Nash & Co, Queen st, Cheapside, solors for liquidator 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Aug. 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LuutTep 1n CHANCERY. 

Hovse Investors’ Corporation, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Ang 9, directed 
to be heard on Aug 24. Warmington, 27, Walbrook. Notice of appearing must reach 
the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 23 

Loxvow Boor Co, Luurep—By an order made by Smith, L.J., dated Aug 5, it was ordered 
that the voluntary winding up of the company should be continued, Scoles & Co, High 
st, Borough, petner’s solors 

County Patatixe or LANCASTER. 
LimiTep 1n CHANCERY. 

Deeriy Vay Parer Maxvuracrurine Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Aug 
5, directed to be heard at the Chancery Office, 9, Cook st, Liverpool, on Tuesday, Aug 
23, at 11. Heywood & Co, Manchester, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 22 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
IssePakABLe Bexevir Society, Prince of Wales Inn, Beaufort, Brecknock. Aug 4 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette—Fuipay, Aug. 5. . 

SaLL, Francis Tiprine, Evelyn gdns, South Kensington. Oct 1. Arding v Ball, North, 
. Field & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields i : 

Mawuey, Joux, St John’s rd, Hoxton, Aug 31. Manley y Manley, North, J. Crouch & 

Co, Basinghall st ; . ; 
Wate, Evizaneru, Stockton on Tees. Aug 26. Hutchinson v Sowerby, Registrar, 

Durham. Faber & Co, Stockton on Tees 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette, Viivay, Aug. 5. 
Avams, Wii.1Am, Erdington, co Warwick, Gent Sept 30 Rollason, Birmingharm 
Bans, Sanau, Southport, Farmer Sept 14 Mayhew & Co, Southport 








Brav! 
Brow 
Cox; f 


Dick! 
Drak 


Farm 
Furs 


Hii 
Vane 


Mew: 


ALDE 
] 
ALL 
? 
Bart 
t 
Bayi 
J 
Bra! 
] 
Beri 
] 
Buy" 
( 
Box, 
t 
Caw 
Ca; 
Coo 
Cur: 
Eas 
Eua 
Fer’ 
Gar 
Hal 
Hoi 
Ho 
Jac 








aley, 


ester 


tin, 
The 


~st., 


ed 
ch 


ed 
th 


ig 
ig 


st 








Aug. 20, 1892. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 36.] 735 














Bravuoyt, ALFRED, Ipswich, Coal Merchant Aug 27 Josselyn & Sons, Ipswich 

Brows, Starrorp Masenpiez, Adderbury, Oxon, Gent Sept 24 Merrick & Co, Old Jewry 
Cox, Samvet, Seaton, Devon, Boot Maker Sept 6 Stamp & Co, Honiton 

Dessoxsiavy, Rosatie, Cromwell rd, Kensington Sept 10 Reeves & Son, Temple chbrs, 


Temp! Je avenue 


Dickrxson, ee PRED, Shoreditch Sept 6 Proudfoot & Chaplin, John st, Bedford row 
Ann Amelia Drake, Mayfield, 


Farw bi - Me _ A Bent, pb ter, Hyde pk Sept1 Farwell, Bath 
Sept 7 


Sept 1 Geare & Mathew, oe 


Dears, Be Underhill Forest hill Sept 11 


erhill rd, Forest hil 
Fursanp, Evrzanetu, Somerset Bridge, nr Bridgewater 


water 
Hint, Joux, Moretonhampstead, Devon, Esq 
taxon 


Briggs, Notting 
MeyseEtt, J AMES, York, ¢ Cutler Sept15 Smith, York 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Colchest 





Apriper, Stantey, Colchester, Tob ist 
Pet Aug 10 Ord Ai ug 10 

Auten, WitiiaAmM Roszrt, ete, Berkshire, Butcher | 
Newbury Pet Aug9 Ord Aug 

Barker, JAMES, Loughborough pk, TN of no ocecupa- 
tion High Court Pet July 12 Ord Augs 

Bayiy, Tuomas, Cloudesley sq, Islington, Commission | 
Agent High Court Pet July12 Ord Aug 9 

Beaut, Epwarv, Tower chmbrs, London = Solicitor | 
High Court Pet July 18 Ord Aug 8 | 

Berry, "Ten an Any, New Mills, Derbyshire, Grocer Stock- | 
port Pet Aug i0 Ord Aug 10 

Biytu, Witxixs, & Co, London rd, Tobacconists High 
Court Pet July18 Ord Aug8 

Box, Ricnarp, Horley, 7 Corn Merchant pinned 
Pet June ll Ord Augs 

CANNIFFE, JEREMIAH, Gt Saffron hill, em, Engineer | 
High Court Pet Augi0 Ord Aug | 

Cu ——, Le ee le Feuiterer Cheltenham | 

| 





Augs Ord Aug 8 
Coorer, AncHAMBO, Grafton Mansions, Woburn bldgs, | 
Wine Merchant High Court ‘- J uly 18 Ord Aug 8 
Curzoy, the Hon Ropsr, Quebec st, O 
pation High Court Pet July s Ord Aug 
Eames, ee eueeeatge, Flints, Joiner » Pet 
3 Neco, Poon 
Ecax, PETER, ne d st, Ashton under Lyne, Insurance 
Agent Ashton under Lyne ~ Augi0 Ord Aug 10 
Feith, Witriam, Manning! radford, Draper Brad- 
ford Pet Aug? Ord A 
Ganyuam, Joux, Hoxton a China Dealer High 
Court’ Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 
Hav., Curistopner Breeze, "1 a Draper Bir- 
mingham Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 8 
yey Hvuenu Surroy, lame h, Gontiet, Farmer 
Whitehaven Pet J uly 27 rd Aug 10 
Howe, Jonny, oe Glathior Colchester Pet Aug 10 
Ord Aug 1 


Jack, WALTER Bis, Gt Western rd, ee Park, 
High Court Pet July19 Ord Aug 5 

Kexxetr, Wittiam Ricuarp, Ashford, Kent, Butcher 
Canterbury Pet Aug9 Ord y ~ 

Ki a By —— Southsea, Grocer Portsmouth Pet Aug 

6 

Rice ut, CHARLES, ore. PS aaa Agent Glou- 
cester Pet Aug8 Ord A 

Lonp, Josgru, Rochdale, betes Oldham Pet Aug 9 

late Machinist 


st, - no occu- | 


Aug 9 

Torv, Wiiiiam, Stanningfield, Suffolk, 
Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Aug10 Ord ‘Aug 10 

Lownpes, Francis Arruur, Liverpool, Solicitor Liverpool 
Pet July 19 Ord Aug 9 

Lust, Wiiviam, perpatl, Tobace> Broker Liverpool 
Pet Aug8 Ord Aug 

Panny, Joun Mm ye “Bagilt, Flints, Physician Chester 
Pet Aug9 Ord + 

Tenney, wes re Glam, Fish Dealer Pontypridd 
Pet Aug8 Ord sng & 

Pou.Eep, WiiiiaM, Cam aye Carriage Builder Cambridge 
Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 1 

RoruscHitD, Frank Savut, ’ Little Britain, Fancy Goods 
Warehouseman High Court Pet J uly 21 Ord Aug 8 

Scuiestncer, Oscar, Tredegar sq, Bow, Commission Agent 
High Court Pet Aug 9 Ord Aug 10 

Scor —, Joun, the younger, Derby, Joiner Derby Pet 

Aug 10 Ord Aug 1 | 

Sincuair, Jony, Tess, Perambulator Manufacturer 
Liverpool Pet July 26 Ord Aug 8 

Sreap, Josern Exuery, Beckmontwike, Grocer Dewsbury | 
Pet July 28 Ord Au 

Tuomas, Srepuen, Mei Ad Tydfil, Tobacconist Merthyr | 
Ty rdfl Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 

Trexorove, Ricnaro Turoruius, Sparkbrook, Birming- 
ham, Sawyer Birmingham Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 

Turret, ALBERT, Coventry, Watch Jewel Maker Coven- 
try Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 

Verpoy, Owen, panpest, Cotton Broker Liverpool Pet 

July 13 Ord Au 

Wesrrur, Win.iaM, fiotywelt row, emery, Chairmaker 

High Court Pet Augs8 Ord Aug 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Axpnrews, Mary Ayn, Cleeve, Yatton, Somerset, Beer Re- 
tailer Aug 24 at 12,30 On Ree, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

Ba.anax, Been, Manchester, Fent Dealer Aug 19 at 3 
Ogden’ 8 chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Baxr = Joun, Prior rthington, Cumbrl, Farmer 

Wat2 12, Lo le st, Carlisle 

biel ROTHERS, Manchester Merchants Aug?2at3 Og- 
den’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Bo.an, Thomas, Lowestoft, Fisherman 
folk Hotel, Lowestoft 





Aug i9at3 Suf- 





STEPHEN, peas. Lenton, Nottingham, Signalman Aug 2; 


| JENNINGS, Eowis, 
Bu 


| Reap, JAMEs, Cardiff, nas ger 


Row try. Taomas Wittiam, A 
orssam, Holborn 


A 


Poole & Son, Bridge- 


Quick, Caro.ixe, Thornton Heath, Surrey Sept 2 Carpenter & Martin, Tiverton, Devon 
Rourrs, ELzanor Wurre, Ducie st, Manchester Sept 30 Chorlton, Manchester 
| Rommiy, Hvuenu Hasrinas, Cecil st, Strand Sept 2 Leman & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


tn, Upper Fore st, Edmonton, Gent Sept1 Law 
uc 


a, Same k Hevyry, eke, Kent Aug 27 Rooper & Whately, Lincoln’s inn 
e! 


Srreuexsoys, Maser, Wellingborough Sept 30 Burnham & Co, Wellingborough 
Swrvrvey, Jane Martow, Acock’s Green, Wores Sept 17 


Ryland & Co, Birmingham 


Wurttry, Epwarp, Halewood, Lancs, Esq, M.P. Sept 30 Whitley & Co, Liverpool 


WI1sox, 


Burton & Blewitt & Co, Birming! 


Josrerpx, Aston ioe Birmingham, retired Licensed Victualler 


Sept 10 


Wrtpe, Tomas, Avenue - Metropolitan Meat Market, Meat Salesman Sept 26 Carter 
& Bar’ ustinfriars 








BrakennibGeE, Tuomas, Lf ay 2 hs eon Stationer 
Aug 22 at 2 67, Duke street, 


Bruno, AtBerro, Old _ ae isxporter of C Coals Aug 23 


at 12 ptey bl nem, Sona 
Busue.y, ALnert, Sparkbrook, Worcs, Traveller Aug 24 
at 2.30 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 


D’Aviapor, Srraivs Heyry, Shepherd's Bush green, ¢. no 
—_— | ALee, WiLtiaM Sean Newbury, Berks, Butcher New- 
b 


—— Aug 23 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 

Dixon, , All nr Ronert, Canterbury, Gent Aug 19 at 10.39 
Off Rec, 53, Castle st, Canterbury 

Ex.is, Jonas, Dewsbury, Rag Merchant 
Ree, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Feiru, Witiiam, Manningham, Bradford, Draper Aug 25 
at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

| Hampton, Henry, Wandsworth, Surrey, Carman’s Fore- 
_— Aug19 at 11.30 21, Railway approach, London 

ri 


vton grdns, South 
bldgs, 


Aug 19at4 Off 


Harpixe, Witiuiam Torrinetrox, Dravto 
Kensington Aug 19 at 12 Bankruptcy 


Carey st 
Hinp, Eowarp Moreay, Barry Dock, Glam, Builder Aug | 
22 


at3 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Ho.per, THomas, Handsworth, Staffs, Builder Aug 23 at 
11 23, Colmore row, Rirmin 
Hooxer, Jonny, Smarden, Kent, 
Ree, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 
and ing 4 anp Hitt, Deal, Kent, 
tchers Aug 19 at 12 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Can- 


terbury 

Jones, WILL ony Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Draper Aug 19 at 
12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

KENNETT, WILLA Ricnarp, Ashford, Kent, Butcher 
Aug 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Kyieut, CHARLEs, Gloucester, Commission Agent Aug 20 
at4 Off Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 

Kyort, Luxe, Long Newton, nr Stockton on Tees, Black- 
nn Aug 31 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 

TO 

Lyoy, HecaeeDesnven:, Newcastle on e, Cement Manu- 
tietarer Aug 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink Ine, Newcastle 

on e 


waameelen, Samvuet Wii.iam, Milford on Sea, Hants, 
Hotel Proprietor Aug 19 at 3 Off Ree, 4, East st, 
Southampton 
MarsiaxD, Jonx Witiiam, Goole, Yorks, Chop Dealer 
Aug 20 at 11 Lowther Hotel, Goole 
Morris, Hrunenr, Leeds, Cab proprietor Aug22atll Off 
, 22, Park row, 


er Aug il9at11 Off 


} Bono, 


| Doses, Tuomas, Bilston, 
Pet Ai 


Panxet, J Hewyry, Eton, Bucks, Coal Merchant Aug 19 at | 
3 | 


ff Rec, 95. Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Pass, fat. rn, Penzance, e Maker Aug 20at12 Off 
Ree, Boscawen st, Truro 
Praeram, Artuur Avaustus, Shoreham, Sussex, Watch- 
Trighton Aug 19 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 
B 
fever Epw og Arunpg., Barnstaple, Collar Manufac- 
20 at 11 King’s Arms Hotel, High st, 
Barnstaple 


Powerit, Mary Hareier, Brynmawr, Brecknock, Grocer 
Aug 19 at3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Pratt, Wittiam Worttey, late of Norwich, Solicitor Aug 
20 at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


Aug 22 at 12 
Off Ree, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Sarswortn, G L, Trafalgar rd, Old Kent rd, Boot Manu- 
facturer Aug 22at11 Barkruptey bldgs, Carey st 


Suaxet, Freperick, 8t Quintin avenue, South Kensington, | 


ee Artist Aug 19 at 11 Bankruptey bidgs, 

Sarey st 

Six, Tome, Birmingham, General Haulier Aug 25 at 
2.30 23, Colmore row, Birmi 

| Speakman, Ricnarv Epwarp, Doddington Park, nr Nant- 
wich, Land Agent Aug 24 at 2 Royal Hotel, 


Sroxr, eo and Cuarcrs Ronerrs, Birchington, Isle of 
t, Millers Aug 19 at 3.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, 


| owe ban 
TRARLE, oe. Preston, Provision Dealer Aug 23 at 3 
Off Ree, 14, Chapel 


st, Preston 
Tongan, 5 Isaac, Aberdare, Tailor Aug 19 at 2 Off Reo, 


hyr Tydfil 
Warsuaw, Anruvur, Dews! — Miner Aug 19 at 3 


Ree, Bank chmbrs, 

Way, Waxcor, Southsea, ‘Confectioner Aug 2 atl2 Off 
Ree, 4, Pavilion ide, ton 

Wurrenean, Joun 
23 at 12 23, Colmore row, Birminghar 

Witcocks, Joux Frawcrs, late Nelson. =m 
— Aug 2%at1 Exchange Hotel, 

urnle 


Provision 
icholas st, 


WIitiiaMa, Foner ALEXANDER Brooxr, Radipole, 
—_ — Shipper Aug lv at 12.45 Crown Hota, 
eymouth 
Yromans, Witstam Danie, Innsworth, Glos, late Licensed 
Victualler Aug 90 at 3 Off Reo, 15, King st, Glou- 


Lozells, ered Patentee Aug 


Youna, Arruur Jony, Villiers st, Strand, Licensed 
ictualler Aug 22at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


sau, Avrrep Hewry, a Be Solicitor Peter- 
borough Pet July 19 Ord July 
Avpripge, STANLEY, ae  Tobaccanist Colchester 
Augl0 Ord Aug 


Pet Augg Ord A 
Barve mt Emanven, 5 High ot, Shoreditch, Saad Manufacturer 
High Court Pet July 6 Ord Aug 6 
Berry, Sanau Ayn, New Mills, Derbyshire, Grocer Stock- 
Pet Aug i0 Ord Aug 10 
Biro, Hannan, West Bromwich, Publican West Bromwich 


Pet Aug5 Ord Aug 8 
ee Tunbri Wells, Furniture Dealer's 
Tunbridge ells Pet Ang 3 Ord Aug 9 
eee Tuomas, Whit 2 Stationer 
Whitehaven Pet Aug 4 Ord Aug 10 
Britroy, spt July George, nowy Boot Manufacturer 
B 





uly 27 Ord Aug 
Brooke oa hasten, Yoim, Farmer Hudders- 
field Pet July 23 Ord Aug8 
Catt, Ropert, rd, "Gel kent Financial Agent. 
igh Co 27 Ord A) 


Compass Leonarp, Cheltenham, Proiterer Cheltenham 


ug. Aug 8 
Cuettie, Tom, Battersea, ry Oe Commercial Clerk 
Wandsworth Rg Ord 


Staffs, Baker Wolverhampton 
5 Ord Aug 8 


ANIEL Wee HeRcey, Hornsey ri, Holloway 
8 High Court June4 Ord Aug 6 
aay Gruryrna, Pe + aa Flints, Joiner a Pet 


ui 

Fexx, Geeuen, ie 8t Albans, Whitesmith St Albans Pet 
July 27 Ord Aug 

Foster, ALFRED, ay Grinstead, Sussex, Builder Tun- 

bridge Wells pion 18 Ord Aug 10 

war ge st Court Pet June 
22 


ee Tuomas , Staffs, Builder Birminz- 
Ord Aug 9 
Jom Wi 4 ents July a) Ord At Glam, Draper Pontypridd 


Downovay, 


28 Ord Augs 
See TLLIAM RIcHARD, oy Kent, Butcher 
Cante: Augs Ord A 7 
Kitts, Esenxezer, Southsea, @ rtsmouth Pet Aur 


6 Ord Aug 6 

Kyicut, Caaries, Gloucester, Gratien Agent Glou- 
cester Pet AugS Ord Aug 

Kyraut, Marcaret, Park st, camden Town, Umbrella 
Manufacturer High — Pet June W Ord Aug 6 


Lust, Witiiam, Liverpool, Broker Liverpool 
Pet A Ord Aug 8 
Marsianp, Joun Winttax, ym Yorks, Chop Dealer 
akefi Pet Aug5 Ord 


Wi 
Morais, Tuomas, Merthyr Tydfil, yl Merthyr Tydiil 
Pet July 25 Ord Aug 6 
Paumer, Josren, Hammertield, Hemel Hempstead, Boot 
Manufacturer 8t Albans Pet July 25 Ord Aur 9 
Parker, Henry, _ Bucks, Coal Merchant Windsor 


Aug 4 

Parry, Jonn Witt, Bag, Flints, Physician Chester 
Pet Ang 9 Ord A’ 

Pascor, WILLIAM i, sen, Francis Henry Pascor, 
and WiLiiaM pe Pascor, jun, Bristol, Merchant 


ay Fn Ord 
Dealer Pontyprid. 


Pexyey, Ronert, Porth, @ 
Pet Aug 8 hace 

Perman, mu1amM, and Epwarp Tuxowpsox, Bristol, 
Builders Bristol Pet A Aug 9 


3 
Pane, Atagsrt Epw a "Sirens eres, Hackney, 
High Court Pet June9 Ord Aug 6 
Pouisp, Wintram, Cambridge, Builder Cam- 
Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 
Pows.u mag A yer Brynmawr, Brecknock, Grocer 
Tredegar uly 30 Ord Augs 
Rauy, Cnet 15 Commercial Clerk Croy- 
ret See Ord Aug 9 
Rorn, Frawk, K gdns sq, Musician High Court 
Pet Mari2 Oni Aug 9 
— Joux, the younger, Derby, Joiner Derby Pet 
1 


ug 10 Ord Aug 10 
Tavior, Rownanp, Commervial Traveller Bristol 
Pet July 30 ig 9 
eee See, . Tydfil, Tobacconist Merthyr 
ug 10 
Trov age yy Lanes, Painter Oldham 


Te nent ote Warwick 2 eben, Soliciter High 
Pet July 18 Ord A 


Tuomas, = 
Tydfil 


wea eyry Au t, Secretary of 
the British Stone monn Lewata A It July 


2 Onl Aug5 
Warr, Farvornicx Tuomas, ¢ st, Provision 
| Wa aler High Court Bet July 30° Ord Aug? 
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Wesrnvr, Win, Holywell ae, Finsbury, Chairmaker 
Pet AugS Ord Aug 9 

Wiuiams, Ernest ALexanper Brooke, Radipole, Wey- 

° » Wine Shipper Dorchester Pet Aug 2 Ord 


ug 9 

Yearpye, Joseru, Ilfracombe, Architect Barnstaple Pet 
June7 Ord Aug 9 

Yeomans, Wittiam Dantet, Innsworth, Glos, late Licensed 
Victualler Gloucester Pet July 23 Ord Augs 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. | 


Tucker, Wiiuiam ALrrep, Woolwich, Licensed Victualler 
Greenwich Adjud Nov 16, 1891 Annul Aug 5 


London Gazette—Tvurspay, Aug 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Baker, Joun Epwarp, Penarth, Glam, Hairdresser Cardiff 
Pet Aug 12 Ord Aug 12 

Barker, Artuur, Gt —o Coach Builder Gt Grimsby 
Pet Aug 12 Aug 12 

Barker, Buicu Lucas, Taunton, of no occupation Taunton 

ug 12 Ord Aug 12 

Brook, James Biyru, Norwich, Coach Builder 
Pet Augi12 Ord Aug 18 

Casn, Cater, Netherton, Wores, Grocer 
9 Ord Aug 9 

Cuannine, T, Gibson sq, Liverpool rd, ae, Builder 
High Court Pet July5 Ord Aug 1 

Cuarues, Francis Atiisoy, Braemar ia Tottenham, 
Jobmaster High Court Pet Augi2 Ord Aug 12 

Cooker, James, Harold rd, Upton Park, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Aug12 Ord Aug 12 

Davies, Joux, and Epwarp Wiypsor Davirs, Liverpool, 
Tea Merchants Liverpool Pet Aug12 Ord Aug 12 

Dortoy, Henry, Pudsey, nr Leeds, Bag Maker Bradford 
Pet Aug13 Ord Aug 13 

Exuistox, JosepH Wiiiiam, Upper Thames st, Process 

ver High Court Pet July 22 Ord Aug 12 

Evans, Wii11aM, Letterstone, Pembs, Saddler Pembroke 
Dock Pet Augil Ord Aug 11 

Eversnep, Fraxk Corsett, Brighton, Jeweller 

Augi2 Ord Aug 12 

Frarxueab, Frepericx Witt, Caledonian rd, Engineer 
High Court Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 10 

Gravener, Evizasetn Anne, Burdett rd, Mile End, 
Schoolmistress at Board School High Court Pet Aug 
12 Ord Aug 12 

Grarypoy, James Weir, late St James’s residences, Pul- 
teney st, ent st, Inventor High Court Pet July 
29 Ord Aug 12 

GREEN, Wi um, Hastings, Restaurant Proprietor Hast- | 
ings Pet Augi2 Ord Aug 12 

Hazewz, Cuarzes, Thornhill rd, Islington, Pmt f Stable 
Keeper High Court Pet Aug 13 Ord Aug 13 

Horses, Tuomas, Tibberton, Glos, Farmer Liverpcol Pet 
Augi2 Ord Aug 12 

Ixaeram, Grorcr, Rickmansworth, Herts, 
St Albans Pet June 21 Ord Aug 12 

Jackson, Jor, Bramley, Leeds, Worsted Manufacturer 
Teeds Pet Augi3 Ord Aug 13 

Jowes, Evi Baker, Denton, Lancs, Wool Former Ashton 
under Lyne and Stalybridge Pei Aug2 Ord Aug 11 

Joxes, Witiiam, Llanboidy, Carmarthenshire, Farmer 
Pembroke Dock Pet Aug12 Ord Aug 12 

Lewis, Wittiam, Waunarllwydd, nr Swansea, late Builder 
Swansea Pet Augi2 Ord Aug 12 

Lowe, Jouy, Thornsett birch Vale, Derbyshire. Coal Mer- 

chant Stockport Pet Aug13 Ord Aug 13 
Craven st, Strand, Licensed 


Norwich 


Dudley Pet Aug 


late 


Brighton 


Schoolmaster 


Mayuew, Josuva Horace, 


Victualler’s Manager High Court Pet Aug 12 Ord 
Aug 12 

Mossox, Atrrep Jouy, Ripley, Yorks, Army Tutor 
No erton Pet June 28 Ord Aug 11 


Morris, Frank, Chesham, Bucks, Boot Manufacturer 
Aylesbury Pet July 23 Ord Aug 11 
Pearce, James Hexry, Chacewater, Cornwall, Travelling 
Dray Truro Pet Augi13 Ord Aug 13 
Perkins, Tuomas Cnaritox, Reading, Corn Merchant 
ing Pet Aug9 Ord Aug 9 


Prarr, Witxiam, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Augi12 Ord Aug 12 

Prest, Arruvr, — nr Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet 
Augi2 Ord Aug 

Rogers, Joux Waratan, Leeds, Greengrocer Leeds Pet 


Augll Ord Aug 11 
ScryuGgour, Rosenr Bisserr, St Helens, nr Liverpool, 
Iron Merchant Liverpool Pet Aug12 Ord Aug 12 
Seamax. W. Macie Leir, Victoria mansions, Victoria st, 


Architect High Court Pet May 20 Ord Aug 11 
Sue.perake, Tuomas, Rothsay st, Bermondsey, Brewer 
High Court PetJuly1 Ord Aug 11 





Sumuntk, Ernest Wittiam, Worcester, Builder Worcester 
Pet Augs8 Ord Augs 

TANNER, CLEMENT, a Builder Hastings Pet Aug 
12 Aug 12 

Tixxer, Rosret Joux, Barnsley, Auctioneer 3Jarnsley 
Pet Aug13 Ord Aug 13 a 

Warprox, Cuartes Epuuxp, Ramsgate, Tailor Canter- | 
bury Pet Augi13 Ord Aug 13 } 

Durham Pet 


Wisr, Joseru Normax, Durham, Chemist 
Aug il Ord Aug 11 

Yeutasp, Wii.1am, Tavistock, Devon, Licensed Victualler 
East house Pet Augi2 Ord Aug 12 


The emit d amended notices are gy aang for those | 
lished in the London Gazette, Aug. ! } 


Basnen Bats, Mane, Tent Dealer Manc hice: 

June 27 Ord Aug 2 

Sciama, Ry Wituam Hexry Scrama, and Josern 
Sciama, Manchester, Merchants Manchester Pet | 
July 11 Ord Aug 2 


ORDER DISMISSING PETITION. RESCINDING | 
RECEIVING ORDER, AND ANNULLING 
ADJUDICATION. 


Srexcer, Sypxey Epoar, Finchley rd, Merchant's Clerk | 


Pet | 





‘High Court Pet May 30 Ree ora May 30 Dis, Rese, 
and Annul Aug 11 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Berry, Saran Any, New Mills, Derbyshire, Grocer Aug 
24 at 11.30 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, Stock- 


Br By Groror, Cardiff, Tug Boat Owner Aug 25 at 12 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Bown, Georcr, Tunbridge Wells, Furniture Dealer’s Assist- 
ant Aug 23 at12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 


Cuamproy, Lroyarp, Cheltenham, Fruiterer Aug 25 at 


8.15 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
Curette, Tom, Battersea, Surrey, Commercial Clerk 
24 at 11.30 21, Railway app. London Bridge 


Davis, Janz, Tressillian rd, St John’s, Deptford, late 
East Indian Agent Aug 24 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Dosss, by Bilston, Staffs, Baker Aug 24at11 Off 
Rec, Wolverhampton 

Ecan, Peter, Ashton under Lyne, Insurance Agent Sept 
8 at 12.45 Townhall, Ashton under Lyne 

Farers, Witt1am, Barking rd, Grocer Aug 24 at 11 Bank- 
Tuptey bl s, Carey st 

Fry, SAmur. ‘ERBERT, Chandos st, Charing Cross, Dry 
Plate Maker Aug 25 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Green, Atpert Wititam, Yeovil, Carpenter Aug 23 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Harnuerway, Georcs Rixon, Abingdon, Berks, Baker 
Aug 23 at12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Heatu, Wiittam Epwiy, Canonbury sq, Islington 
at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hosss, Tuomas, Tibberton, Glos, sa Aug 25 at 3.30 
Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Hoivianp, Witt1aM Tew, late of Wackburn, Solicitor Aug 
81 at 1.30 County Court house, Blackburn 

Ho.umay, Hvuen Surroy, Lamplugh, Cumbrid, Farmer 
Aug 23 at 3.30 12, Lonsdale st, Carlisle 

JESSOP, ;Matuew Joss, Hatton gdn, Wholesale Jeweller 
Aug 24at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Kitie, Esnexezer, Southsea, Grocer Aug 25 at 3.30 Off 
Ree, Cambridge June, High st, Portsmouth 

Levene, Lewis, Southampton Aug 24 at 12 Off Ree, 4, 
Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Lioyp, Epwarp Frayxutx, Liverpool, Organ Builder 
Aug 25 at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Moxos, Wiiwram, Cawthorne, nr Barnsley, Shopkeeper 
Aug 26 at10 Off Rec. 8, Back Regent st, Barnsley 

Pike, James, Caerphilly, Glam, China Dealer Aug 25 at 11 
Off Ree, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 


Aug 


Aug 25 





Gravener, Exizaneta Anye, Burdett rd, Mile End, 





Schoolmistress at Board School High Court Pet Aug 
12 Ord Aug 12 
Green, Wituiam, Hastings, et Proprietor 


Hastings Pet Augi2 Ord Aug 

Hosss, Tuomas, Tibberton, Glos, Feuer Liverpool Pet 
Augill Ord Aug 12 

Houumay, Huan Surrox, Lamplugh, Cane, Farmer 
Whitehaven Pet July 26 Ord Aug 

es Harry, Croydon, Surrey, inte Rca 

Aug 3 Ord Aug 10 

a Witiiam, Lianboidy, Carmarthenshire, Farmer 
Pembroke Dock Pet Aug12 Ord Aug 12 

Kawrysk1, Epwarp, Sheffield, Auctioneer Sheffield Pet 
June 22 Ord Aug 3 

Lewis, Wituram, Waunuarllwydd, nr Swansea, late Builder 
Swansea Pet Ang 12 Ord Aug 12 

Fane, Senet nochdale, Plasterer Oldham Pet Aug 9 


Lorp, by yes Stanningfield, Suffolk. te Machinist 
Bury St Edmunds Pet Aug8 Ord Aug 12 

Martix, Atrrep Grorce Epauunps, Fenchurch st, Importer 
of Essential Oils HighCourt PetJuly14 Ord Aug10 

Mavurw, Josuva Horace. Craven st, Strand, Licensed 
—- Manager High Court Pet Aug 12 Ord 

ug 12 

Pearce, James Henry, Chacewater, Cornwall, Travelling 
Draper Truro Pet Aug9 Ord Aug 13 

Prssers, Avaust, Glasshouse st, Regent 
Manufacturer High Court Pet July 19 

Pixs, Jamurs, Caerphilly, Glam, China Dealer Cardiff Pet 
July 20 Ord Aug 11 

Rogers, Joun Witiiam, Leeds, Greengrocer Leeds Pet 
Augil Ord Aug 11 

Rornscuitp, Frank Savt, Little Britain, Fancy Goods 
Warehouseman HighCourt Pet July 21 Ord Aug 10 

Scuorrensack, Grorce, Gracechurch st, Merchant High 
Court Pet June18 Ord Aug 12 

Sraraam, Henry, Sparrow eee. Sven, Carman High 
Court Pet July 18 Ord Aug 

Srepyey, A St Georce Hersert, Derby, Gent Derby Pet 
May 81 Ord Aug 11 

Sumyer, Ernest Witiiam, Worcester, Builder 
Pet Aug8 Ord Aug 8 

Tanner, CLEMENT, Hastings, Builder Hastings Pet Aug 
12 Ord Aug 12 


Croydon 


st, Woollen 
Ord Aug 12 


Worcester 


| Tuorer, Trayron Epwarp, Brighton, Builder Brighton 
ot July 20 Ord Aug 11 
Tixxer, Rosert Jonny, Barnsley, Auctioneer Barnsley 


Pet Aug13 Ord Aug 13 

Tureirt, ALBert, Coventry, Watch Jewel Maker 
try Pet Augi10 Ord Aug 11 

Wace, Freperick Henry, Reading, Seedsman Reading 
Pet July 12 Ord Aug 12 


Coven- 


| Watprox, Cuarius Epuuxp, Ramsgate, Tailor Canter- 
bury Pet Aug12 Ord Aug 13 
W AREHAM, Ame.ia, Newport, Mon, Draper Newport, Mon 


Pottep, Wriiuiam, Cambridge, Carriage Builder Aug 26 | 
at 12 Off Rec, Petty Cury, Cambridge | 

Pratr, Wit.iam, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Aug 2! 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Purcuase, Arruvr, Pontypool, Mon, Shoemaker Aug 23 
at 12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chbrs, Newport, Mon 


Reece, Grorcr. Manchester, Slipper Manufacturer Aug 


23 at 3 Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Scorrory, Jouy, jun. Derby, Joiner Aug 24 at 12 Off 
Ree, St James’s chbrs, Derby 

Taomas, Owen. Carnarvon, Car Driver Aug 25 at 2 Prince 
of Wales Hotel, Carnarvon 

Tittry, Grorce Henry, Daventry, Coal Merchant Aug 


24 at 12.30 County Court bldgs, Northampton 

Torex, Witirax Henry, Tuomas Torey, and Frawxk 
Broaproot Youna, Gloucester rd, South Kensington, 
Builders Aug 25at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Troveutos, Joux, Littleborough, Lanes, Painter Aug 2% 
at 11.15 Townhall, Rochdale 

Tursitr, ALpert, Coventry, Watch Jewel Maker Aug 2+ 
at2 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Turner, Cuartes, Warwick court, Holborn, Solicitor Aug 
25at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Tvenxer, Tuomas, Artuur Turner, and Freperick Mac- 
Downe. Evanson, Stanley Bridge Wharf, Chelsea, Con- 
tractors Aug 26at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Ware, Frepert«ck Tuomas, Chapel st, Islington, Provision | 


Dealer Aug 24at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Wescn, Samver Sarrna, Plymouth, Engineer Aug 26 at 11 
10, Athenzeum terr, Plymouth 
Wiiiiams, Morcawn Rees, Eastcliffe, Penarth, Glam, Bank 
Manager Aug 24at11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st. Cardiff 
Yeiianp, Witttam, Tavistock, Devon, Licensed Victualler 
Aug 26 at12 10, Athenseum terr, Plymouth 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apams, Wittiam, Tunstall, Staffs, Earthenware Manufac- 
turer Tunstall Pet July 23 Ord Aug 12 

Asnworrnu, Toomas Hatsteap, Halifax, Auctioneer Hali- 
fax Pet July 14 Ord Aug 13 

Baker, Joun Epwarp, Penarth, Glam, Hairdresser Cardiff 
Pet Ang12 Ord Aug 12 

Baker, Wi.1am, Station yard, Hoe st, Walthamstow. 
Timber Merchant High Court Pet July 4 Ord 
Aug 10 

Barker, Arruvur, Gt Grimsby, Coachbuilder 
Pet Aug 12 Ord Aug 12 

Baxter, 
Carlisle 


Gt Grimsby 


Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 11 

Broox, James Biyru, Norwich, Coachbuilder 
Pet Aug12 Ord Aug 13 

Casu, Cates, Netherton, Wores, Grocer Dudley Pet Aug 
9 Ord Aug 9 

Caress, Francis Atiisox, Braemar rd, Tottenham, late 
Jobmaster High Court Pet Augi12 Ord Aug 12 

Cooke, James, Harold rd, Upfon'pk, late Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Aug12 Ord Aug 12 

Durrox, Henry, Pudsey, nr Leeds, Bagmaker Bradford 
Pet Aug 13 Ord Aug 13 

Eoan, Perer, Ashton under Lrne, Insurance Agent Ash- 
ton under Lyne Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 12 

Faitn, Witt1am, Manningham, Bradford, Draper Brad- 
ford Pet Aug9 Ord Aug 13 

Game.es, Hersert Horney, bem Sussex, Dairy- 
man High Court Pet July18 Ord Aug13 

| Garxuam, Joux, Hoxton st. Hoxton, China Dealer High 
Court Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 12; 


Norwich 





Joun, Prior Rigg, Irthiagton, Cumbrid, Farmer 


Pet July 28 Ord Aug 11 

Wowmersiey, ALFRED Dow GLas, Hastings, Builder Hastings 
Pet July 5 Ord Aug 11 

Yeuianp, Witttam, Tavistock, Devon, Licensed Vietualler 
Exst Stonehouse Pet Aug 12 Ord Aug 12 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Horwoop, Joux, Wotton under Edge, Glos 
Adjud Mar 24 Annul July 20 


Gloucester 





All letters intended for publication in the 


“ Solicitors Journal” must be authenticaied 


by the name of the writer. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, Double Num- 
bers, and Postage, 53s, WEEKLY REPORTER | 

in wrapper, 53s. SoLIctTors’ JOURNAL, 

26s. 6d. ; by Post, 28s. 6d. Volwmes bound 
at the ofice—cloth, 2s. half law calf, 


5s. 6d. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
qeprantion © be made direct to the Publisher. 








R. J. HARPER SCAIFE (LJ B., Lond., 
Law Lecturer at b ine 8 College, late Joint-Editor 
of “The ee ” &c.) and 


r. W. GREENWOOD, 


meitaeninten continue to PREPARE Candidates for 
the Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate Examinations by their 
highly successful Correspondence System, which includes 
a carefully devised system of Memory Aids-—Oral Tuition. 
A limited number of Pupils are taken in Chambers for 
the Bar, Solicitors’, and LL.B. Examinations.—For particu- 
lars, successes, and ‘fees, address, 1, Elm-court, Temple. 
June Examination—All pupils passed. 
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